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TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 18, 1958 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met at 10:10 a. m., in room 1301, New House 
Office Building, Hon. L. H. Fountain (chairman of the subcommit- 
tee) presiding. 

Present : Representatives Fountain, Reuss, Holifield, Dwyer, Michel, 
and May. 

Also present: James R. Naughton, counsel, and Dr. Delphis C. 
Goldberg, professional staff member. 

Mr. Fountain. The subcommittee will come to order. 

Let the record show that a quorum is present. At the very outset, 
for purposes of emphasis, I would like to repeat a portion of an open- 
ing statement which I have made during our regional hearings. 

Under the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946 the Committee 
on Government “Operations has the duty of studying intergovern- 
mental relationships between the United States and the States and 
municipalities. This responsibility has been delegated to the Sub- 
committee on Intergovernmental Relations. Because of this responsi- 
bility, the subcommittee has had before it since July 1955 the report 
of the Commission on Intergovernmental Relations—known as the 
Kestnbaum Commission. 

The subcommittee’s activities in the field of intergovernmental re- 
lations have been planned with two objectives in mind: First, to carry 
out its general responsibility for studying Federal-State- local rela- 
tionships, with particular emphasis on grant- in-aid programs, and sec- 
ond, to evaluate the recommendations of the Kestnbaum C ommission 
and to ascertain what action is being and should be taken concerning 
this. 

For more than 2 years the subcommittee has been conducting a com- 
prehensive study i say with a very limited 
staff—giving special attention to the report of the Kestnbaum Com- 
mission. In December 1955, each Federal department and agency was 
asked to provide a detailed description of its programs and activities 
involving intergovernmental relationships. Each department and 
agency was also asked to list all recommendations of the Commission 
which applied to it and to describe the action taken, if any, to put such 
recommendations into effect. This information was published in a 

776-page staff report in August 1956, 
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Early in 1956, all State governors and a large number of mayors 
and county officials were asked to respond to a questionnaire relating 
to Federal programs that involve State and local governments. Re- 
plies were received from 42 of the 48 States, from 53 cities, and from 
44 counties. A 542-page report on these replies was adopted by the 
Committee on Government Operations on June 17, 1957, and printed 
as House Report No. 575. 

In the spring of 1957 the subcommittee arranged for a series of 
nine regional hearings in order to give more intensive consideration 
to the views of State and local officials on important problems of 
intergovernmental relationships. These hearings began in Boston, 
Mass., on September 30, and were concluded in Raleigh, N. C., on 
December 11. During the course of these hearings the subcommittee 
heard from approximately 150 witnesses and compiled nearly 3,500 
pages of testimony. 

Preparatory to regional hearings, the subcommittee held hearings 
in Washington during the last week in July. The persons invited to 
testify at that time included former members of the Kestnbaum Com- 
mission, spokesmen for the large national organizations that represent 
business, farm, and labor interests, and representatives of the pro- 
fessional associations that serve State and Tocal governments. 

Further hearings will be held in Washington later this month in 
order to afford interested private organizations and individuals an 
opportunity to present their views on intergovernmental relation- 
ships. Officials of a number of Federal departments and agencies will 
appear during March and April in hearings designed to examine the 
functioning of the Federal-State programs, using as background in- 
formation the views previously expressed by Federal officials in re- 
sponse to the subcommittee questionnaire and the data collected from 
State and local officials in regional hearings. Upon completion of 
these hearings, the subcommittee expects to prepare a comprehensive 
and, I hope, a constructive report on its findings. 

In general, the subcommittee is seeking evidence bearing on two 
types of problems: (1) whether the existing division of responsibility 
between the national and other levels of government is proper and 
satisfactory, and (2) whether and by what means intergovernmental 
cooperation can be improved in the grant-in-aid programs and their 
operation made more efficient and more eee 

The importance of an objective factfinding study, such as that in 
which the subcommittee is presently engaged, cannot, in my opinion, 
be apes too strongly. As you know, there has been much con- 
cern shown in recent years over the arrangement whereby the Federal 
Government collects taxes for the support of numerous public services 
which are performed at the State and local levels. 

In view of the subcommittee’s responsibility and past efforts in 
connection with intergovernmental eee I was pleased when the 
President focused additional attention on this field last June. At 
that time the President urged the governors’ conference to join with 
the administration in the creation of a Joint Federal-State Action 
Committee. The committee presented its first progress report to the 
President and to the chairman of the governors’ conference in Decem- 
ber 1957. We are very fortunate in having with us this morning 
the cochairmen of the Joint Federal-State Action Committee, Hon. 
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Robert B. Anderson, the Secretary of the Treasury, and Hon. Lane 
Dwinell, Governor of the State of New Hampshire. 

In its regional hearings the subcommittee heard various views ex- 
pressed as to the merits of lodging responsibility for public services 
at the Federal, State, and local levels. However, I believe our wit- 
nesses were virtually unanimous, regardless of the position they took 
basically, in the feeling that any transfer of existing functions from 
one governmental level to another would have to be preceded cr 
accomplished by a practicable and equitable redistribution of revenue 
sources. 

I want to say to our distinguished witnesses that in examining their 
statements and the statements of the Joint Action Committee, I and 
other members of the subcommittee may ask questions that appear 
on their face critical of these views. It will be understood, however, 
that our questioning is designed to accomplish the subcommittee’s 
responsibility for thoroughly examining the justification and con- 
sistency of proposals requiring legislative action. The questions and 
material introduced into the record do not necessarily represent the 
position of the subcommittee or of any of its members. 

As I understand it, Secretary Anderson, you will be our first wit- 
ness. I understand you have a prepared statement. We will be very 
happy to hear from you at this time. 

Secretary Anperson. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 


STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT B. ANDERSON, SECRETARY OF THE 
TREASURY, AND COCHAIRMAN, JOINT FEDERAL-STATE ACTION 
COMMITTEE 


Secretary Anperson. On behalf of Governor Dwinell and myself, 
may I first express our great appreciation for the courtesy you have 
extended us as cochairmen of the Joint Federal-State Action Com- 
mittee in arranging for our initial presentation of this program to 
the Congress before your subcommittee. 

For many reasons, we think it particularly appropriate that our 
Joint Committee’s action recommendations should first be reviewed 
and discussed with the House Intergovernmental Relations Subcom- 
mittee. One of the most important of these is that you are currently 
engaged in nationwide hearings gathering information from people 
representing all levels of government as well as private organizations 
of citizens which will give you a special understanding of the feasi- 
bility and desirability of our proposals. 

When the specific legislation to carry out these recommended ac- 
tions reaches the Congress, we anticipate that your evaluations and 
judgments will be a major factor in determining the fate of this 
first effort by the executive branches at the Federal and State levels. 

The purpose of this effort is to strengthen our Federal system 
by channeling increased authority and responsibility to the State 
governments instead of centralizing power in the Nation’s Capital. 
It is, therefore, a privilege for us to present to you at this time prog- 
ress report No. 1 of the Joint Federal-State Action Committee. 

One of the characteristics of this report that I feel will most fav- 
orably impress each of you without regard to your personal reaction 
to its content is the fact that it is only 14 pages in length. The con- 
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ciseness of the report is a striking indication of the spirit of action 
with which the Joint Committee approached its assignment. 

I, for one, believe that the dedication of the members of our task 
force stems from a recognition of the validity of the President’s re- 
peated conviction that— 
unless we preserve the traditional power and responsibilities of State govern- 
ment, with revenues necessary to exercise that power and discharge those re- 
sponsibilities, then we will not preserve the kind of America we have known; 
eventually, we will have, instead, another form of government and, therefore, 
quite another kind of America. 

It was in the spirit of this conviction that on June 24, 1957, the 
President suggested that the national governors conference join with 
the executive branch of the Federal Government in creating a task 
force for action which would be charged with three specific respon- 
sibilities. In his words, these were: 

1. To designate functions which the States are ready and willing to assume 
and finance that are now performed or financed wholly or in part by the Fed- 
eral Government ; 

2. To recommend the Federal and State revenue adjustments required to 
enable the States to assume such functions; and 

3. To identify functions and responsibilities likely to require State or Fed- 
eral attention in the future and to recommend the level of State effort, or Fed- 
eral effort, or both, that will be needed to assure effective action. 

At the opening session of our first meeting I made an observation 
which seems to reflect the constructive attitude of the entire com- 
mittee. 

The most important thing, it seems to me, that we can hope to accomplish 
by our initial effort is an actual agreement embodying certain specific functions 
and sources of revenue which can be returned to the States. This will be the 
surest evidence of our intention to be objective and of our determination to 
achieve accomplishment. When these pegs of progress have been set, we can 
move from the area of accomplishment in to the more difficult and complex 
areas of things we mutually agree ought to be done and to be worthy of our 
continued efforts. 

Within this general framework, the Committee began the job of 
preparing action recommendations that, in turn, the President and 
the 48 governors might recommend to their legislative bodies. It 
was set up, and has operated—not as a study group—but as an action 
committee. 

I have been deeply impressed by and want to pay public tribute to 
the dedicated sense of cooperation which the member governors have 
shown during our several meetings. The discussions and decisions 
reaffirm to me that there is widespread basic understanding of the 
proper relationships between the State and Federal governments. 

In working to better that relationship the governors with whom we 
have worked have demonstrated beyond all question their patriotic 
desire to do what is best not only for the short-term result but for the 
long-range benefit and welfare for the greatest number of our people. 

I am confident that as an action committee in this field we will en- 
joy the continued fine cooperation we have had in the past. We 
anticipate that additional agreements will be reached which will fur- 
ther clarify and strengthen the relationships between the States and 
Federal Government. 
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Many of us share President Eisenhower’s concern over the trend of 
our intergovernmental relationships as he summarized it last June: 
So, slowly at first, but in recent times more and more rapidly, the pendulum of 
power has swung from our States toward the Central Government. 

There are many factors behind this shift in governmental power. 
The economic problems of the 1930’s; the emergency of war; the view 
of some that almost any problem common to localities is to some extent 
a national problem and therefore subject to Federal “responsibility” ; 
the reluctance in many cases of State governments to work out solu- 
tions to local problems; and on occasion the readiness of the Federal 
Government to relieve local interests of local responsibilities: all these 
help to account for the growing centralization of governmental power 
so evident in recent decades. 

With this growth of Federal power the position of the States has 
been weakened. The steps taken by the President and the confer- 
ence of governors, and the recommendations of their Joint Committee, 
are designed to strengthen State governments. The States can prop- 
erly assume a larger share in the work of government. By the same 
token many present Federal activities can and should be relinquished 
to the States—and without impairment of programs. In our work 
as a committee, we have examined a number of programs receiving 
partial Federal financial support and subject to Federal controls 
which could more advantageously be handled entirely by States and 
localities. In such cases, we believe Federal intervention is un- 
necessary. 

In our first report two of these programs are proposed for transfer 
out of Washington to the States—vocational education and waste- 
treatment-plant construction. In making this recommendation the 
Committee seeks only to transfer authority and financial responsi- 
bility—not to curtail or abolish programs. 

I stress this point because there are some who seem to think that we 
would adversely influence these worthwhile activities. Our report 
of the President and to the conference of governors makes it clear 
that this is not our purpose at all. 

The Committee, of course, has a broader interest than just recom- 
mending the shift of certain programs to full State responsibility. 
For example, it defines and clarifies a responsibility that may continue 
to be shared. This we did in our natural disaster relief recommenda- 
tion. 

Furthermore, we recommend to the States the assumption of cer- 
tain responsibilities that they have not generally undertaken to date. 
This is the point of our urban renewal proposal. 

Additionally, we agreed that the States should be encouraged to 
exercise their proper powers in a new field. This is the substance of 
our suggestion for Federal and State legislation that would permit 
the States to establish and enforce health and safety standards in the 
atomic-energy field. 

On the revenue side, we proposed that a part of the Federal tax 
on local telephone service be relinquished by the Federal Government. 
This could be used by the States where desired. 

All these proposals point in one direction ; to increase State authority 
and responsibility 





22579—58——_2 


| 
i 
| 
j 











6 FEDERAL-STATE-LOCAL RELATIONS 


The Committee also proposed criteria for future stimulative grants. 
This could be called a preventive approach. Special situations often 
seem to call forth new Federal programs, which sometimes involve 
grants to stimulate State action. We know that Federal programs, 
once started, develop a certain stubborn eapacity to survive. Many 
times continued Federal support does no more than supplant local 
initiative and responsibility. 

With this in mind, the Committee urged caution in the use of the 
grant-in-aid technique. Stimulative grants should be made selec- 
tively and only where a clear-cut national interest exists. Legislation 
authorizing Federal grants to States should include a closeout pro- 
vision to prevent Federal usurpation of State responsibility. We 
urged the utmost flexibility and control for the States in the adminis- 
tration of such programs. 

Again, the point of view is clear and consistent. If we must estab- 
lish new grant programs, let them be (1) limited to national need, 
(2) limited in Tutvation, and (3) limited to the stimulation of State 
action. 

Recommendations: Committee recommendations are set forth in 
Progress Report No. 1. 

Vocational education: The Committee considered to be unnecessary 
the continued Federal financial support of vocational education. This 
program began in 1917. Since then all States have established such 
programs, with State and local funds now comprising over 80 percent 
of the annual cost. The administration of this work is almost entirely 
in State-local hands. 

The President endorsed the Committee proposal by recommending 
to the Congress in his budget message that grants for vocational edu- 
cation be continued through fiscal year 1959. This will give the States 
time to take the necessary steps to handle this added financial 
responsibility. 

Waste treatment construction grants: These grants were first pro- 
vided by the Congress in fiscal year 1957. They are intended to en- 
courage accelerated construction of municipal waste-treatment plants. 
The Committee felt that municipal sewage-treatment problems are 
essentially the responsibility of the municipalities themselves. Be- 
yond this, the States should help the municipal governments if help 
is needed. Here, too, in endorsing the Committee’s recommendation, 
the President has proposed continuation of Federal grants through 
fiscal 1959 to allow time for orderly readjustment. 

Natural disaster relief: The immediate problem was to clarify re- 
sponsibility. In the past, neither the Federal Civil Defense Admin- 
istration nor the States knew at what point the States should be 
eligible for Federal aid to restore damaged public facilities. The 
Committee agreed on a schedule of minimum amounts based on fiscal 
capacity that must be spent or committed during a year from State 
sources before the governors were eligible to apply for Federal aid. 
This recommendation of the Committee does not entail legislation. 
An Executive order has already been issued by the President which 
will make it possible to implement this recommendation after time 
has been allowed for preparations by the States. 

Atomic energy: Problems raised by the nonmilitary uses of atomic 
energy pose difficulties for the States and for the Atomic Energy 
Commission. The Atomic Energy Act gives the Federal Government 
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a monopoly in this field. Yet the States have a traditional and in- 
herent right to regulate activities affecting the health and safety of 
their citizens. Accordingly, the Committee recommended amending 
the act to permit the States to adopt standards governing the use of 
nuclear materials, to inspect facilities, and to enforce legislation for 
the protection of public health and safety, not in conflict with Federal 
law. 

To handle this work effectively requires the training of State em- 
ployees. This we proposed, with the States paying the salaries and 
expenses of their people during the training to be provided by the 
appropriate Federal agencies. The Budget document for fiscal 1959 
reflects the steps being initiated in this direction by the Atomic 
Energy Commission. We also proposed certain organizational and 
administrative actions for the States to take to ready themselves for 
the tasks ahead. 

Urban renewal: The action recommended by the Committee on 
urban renewal is a first step toward increasing State responsibility 
for urban problems in the future. It is proposed that the States set 
up planning agencies to give consideration to problems in urban de- 
velopment, housing, and metropolitan planning. The President’s 
strong support of this proposal is contained in his budget message. 
Once established, these agencies will be in a position to assume en- 
larged responsibility in these areas. 

Taxes: The President asked the Committee to consider the tax 
adjustments that might be made to enable the States to carry the 
added costs of functions shifted to them from the Federal Govern- 
ment. A variety of taxes were examined by the committee. At this 
point in its work, the Committee recommended and the President 
endorsed a partial relinquishment of the Federal tax on local tele- 
phone service as a practicable source of State revenue. We also are 
studying the Federal estate and cigarette taxes to see if the States 
should share to a larger extent in these tax sources. Any tax pro- 
posals along these lines will be contingent on the States taking over 
other existing Federal functions. 

Legislative recommendations: As indicated, the work of the Com- 
mittee has received wholehearted support from the President. This 
is particularly emphasized by that part of his budget message in 
which he said: 

Cooperation of this nature is a highly desirable and, in my judgment, a long 
overdue experiment in public administration and finance. The success of the 
venture depends upon further cooperation among the executive branch, the Con- 
gress, the governors, the legislative bodies of the States, and the local govern- 
ments involved. As for this administration, I can say that the executive branch 
is eager, as well as willing, to do its part to insure that success. 

We are attaching for your ready reference additional excerpts 
from this message. As indicated, specific legislation will be submit- 
ted in the near future which will allow adequate time for the States 
to make necessary adjustments in fiscal and administrative policies. 
The administration attaches great importance to these first steps out- 
lined by the Committee. 

The President and the conference of governors expect the Commit- 
tee to continue its work and to develop further proposals for the 
strengthening of State governments. In its work the Committee is 
moving toward the very important objective of decentralizing gov- 
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ernmental authority and responsibility. I am sure we all agree that 
every effort should be made to assure proper balance in our Federal 
system. 

We will continue to examine both programs in being and those that 
are proposed, with the objective of providing proper distribution of 
responsibilities among the Federal Government, the States, the munic- 
ipalities, and other political subdivisions—this to insure that the 
functions of government are properly and more effectively performed 
within our traditional and constitutional structure. 

Mr. Chairman, I should like, if I may, to suggest that Governor 
Dwinell be given an opportunity at this time to present his statement. 

Mr. Founrarn. Thank you, Mr. Secretary, for a comprehensive 
statement of the thinking of the Joint Action Committee. I also want 
to thank you for your remarks relative to the importance of the work 
of our subcommittee. 

For the benefit of the members of the subcommittee, I might say that 
I have prepared a number of questions which I believe will help develop 
the basic information we need for our record. Unless you feel com- 
pelled to do so, I would appreciate it if the members will withhold 
their questioning until these particular questions are concluded. At 
that time we will, of course, yield to each of the members of the com- 
mittee. I think that this procedure will assist us in developing our 
record in a logical manner and we will avoid a lot of needless 
duplication. 

What is the pleasure of the Secretary and of the Governor with re- 
spect to your statements? Do you prefer to be heard, Governor, at 
this time, before we go into a questioning period? 

Secretary Anperson. Mr. Chairman, 1f I may make a suggestion, 
I would believe that if the Governor was permitted to make his state- 
ment, then in the questions of the Chairman and members of the Com- 
mittee, either one or the other of us might respond, depending upon 
the degree of concern that each of us have given to the problem with 
which the Committee is concerned. 

Mr. Fountain. That suits me all right. What is the pleasure of the 
committee? Is that all right with the members of the committee? 

Mr. Ho.trtetp. Yes. 

Mrs. Dwyer. Yes. 

Mr. Fountain. Weare very happy, then, Governor, to hear from you 
at this time. 


STATEMENT OF HON. LANE DWINELL, GOVERNOR OF THE STATE 
OF NEW HAMPSHIRE, CHAIRMAN OF THE GOVERNORS’ COM- 
MITTEE ON FEDERAL-STATE RELATIONS, AND COCHAIRMAN, 
JOINT FEDERAL-STATE ACTION COMMITTEE 


Governor Dwineti. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. May I join with 
Secretary Anderson in expressing appreciation for the opportunity 
of appearing here this morning. 

One of the great strengths of the American system of Federal Gov- 
ernment is the singular opportunity it affords for periodic review of 
intergovernmental! relationships. Built into it is a functional flexi- 
bility which permits us to assign public responsibilities in response 
to public needs. 
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In recent decades we have seen an increasing number of local func- 
tions becoming—generally by necessity—partial responsibilities of 
higher levels of government, either State or National. This trend has 
meant that the centers of basic decision in many spheres have moved 
further away from the individual in his local government. __ 

The reasons for this development are well-known. They include 
such national emergencies as wars and depressions, rapid technological 
changes, and the inability of many State and local governments to 
cope quickly enough with major human problems. States and local 
governments too often in the past have not exercised their full re- 
sponsibilities, and have not responded to modern needs as our Nation 
became urbanized, more complex, more interrelated. 

The values of federalism: We recognize the demands that had to be 
met and the governmental action that had to be taken. But we need, 
today, to emphasize once more the values of the American Federal 
tradition which aims at widespread distribution of powers and re- 
sponsibilities. 

American federalism means experimentation in policy and ad- 
ministration. New ideas, new programs spring up, are tested and rise 
or fall as experience indicates. It means a belief in self-government, 
in the responsibility of the individual citizen for initiative and deci- 
sions in local public issues. It means relating government to those 
regional and local variations which enrich our culture and sustain 
our vitality. 

After each epochal period in American history—world wars, de- 
sressions, booms, or other major movements—we may seek to estab- 
fish a new equilibrium in Federal-State relations meaningful to our 
times. For we have the unique opportunity not of submitting supinely 
to social forces but rather of exercising our free will on the kind of 
governmental structure we desire. The resilient flexibility of our 
system permits us—all of us—to decide which level of government will 
handle which function. 

Thus, an activity formerly local in nature may require national ac- 
tion for emergency purposes and be assigned to a national program. 
Another function may require combined National, State, and local 
action; or a function assumed at the Federal level at one time, may 
have served its stimulative purpose and can now be assigned to State 
or local governments. Another activity may still require Federal par- 
ticipation but the degree of participation may be altered—either up 
or down. 

It is this flexibility of action and decision that is the hidden strength 
within the sinews of the American Federal system. This in part is 
what makes us independent and free. As a consequence, the operation 
of the Federal system requires continuing attention to insure its 
vitality and to retain, through strong State and local government, this 
elasticity of popular decision. 

What the States have done: Two major trends in the postwar period 
make it important as never before to take advantage of the oppor- 
tunity our system affords for reexamining intergovernmental 
responsibilities. 

The first involves the urgent international obligations which the 
United States has assumed as the major power of the free world. 
The need for the National Government to concentrate on the global 
problems of defense, cold war, diplomacy, foreign aid, and scientific 
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progress is at a critical point in our history. The survival of free 
society depends on the maximum use of our human and physical re- 
sources in seeking and securing a viable peace. 

The second is the resurgence and revitalization of State and local 
government since the ae of World War II. Measured either in 
dollars and cents or in services rendered or in the greater efficiency 
of governmental organization, the States have given dramatic evi- 
dence of their will and ability to meet the major domestic problems 
of our day. 

To be specific, from 1946 to 1956: The States alone increased from 
$1 billion to $4 billion their expenditures for elementary and sec- 
ondary education ; they expanded the costs for the care and treatment 
of patients in mental hospitals from $167 million to $662 million; 
they raised highway expenditures from $1 billion to $5.4 billion, and 
total expenditures have now mounted to a record high of aa 
mately $17.4 billion; including borrowing, but excluding Federa 
grants and unemployment compensation ; ‘they have enacted new 
taxes and increased and widened existing taxes until they now, 1957, 
obtain in tax revenue alone approximately $14.5 billion as compared 
with $6 billion in 1947. An additional $2.9 billion is raised by bor- 
rowing and by certain proprietary enterprises and trust funds. 

Movement has not only taken place on the financial side. The 
States have buttressed their organizational structures to meet the 
requirements of a modern, rapidly moving era. 

On the legislative side : 36 States now have active legislative councils 
for systematic research and discussion of policy problems; 25 State 
legislatures have specialized stafis to help appropriations and finan- 
cial committees; 14 States and 3 Territories now have annual sessions 
of their legislatures ; bill-drafting services, statutory codification and 
law revision, and legislative reference services are spreading in every 
State. In the last 10 years, 26 States have re Apportihed their 
legislatures. 

‘On the executive side: The States have made great improvements 
in their capacity to manage large and complex operations; approxi- 
mately 40 States or wanized little Hoover Commissions in the last 10 
years to reorganize and make more effective their administrative 
systems; the States have a new awareness of executive responsibility, 
systematic budgeting, proper planning and coordination, and pur- 
poseful consolidation of related activities; professional and scientific 
versonnel of high caliber in many fields have been recruited and are 
bata retained; operating proc edures are being improved markedly 
as modern electronic devices are being more widely employed. 

And on the judicial side: Over half the States have effectively func- 
tioning judicial councils and conferences; in just the last few years 
16 States provided for full-time court administrative officers; State 
court systems are being simplified and the chief justice is becoming 
an effective head of the State’s judicial system; the trial and appeal 
process has been expedited in recent years and the cost of litigation 
reduced. 

What the States must still do: No one, therefore, should underrate 
the ability and determination of the States to meet their responsi- 
bilities despite the need for large-scale Federal action in certain areas. 
We also cannot, however, minimize the deficiencies which still have 
to be corrected to achieve strong, vital State governments. 
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In brief, these include such things as reapportionment and redis- 
tricting of State legislatures for greater equality of representation; 
revision and modernization of many outdated constitutional provi- 
sions; greater extension of home rule to localities; increased concern 
and attention to urban and metropolitan roblems; modernization of 
tax and fiscal policies which are now obsolete; and ‘the attraction and 
retention of more top-quality administrative talent on a career basis. 

This convergence of vastly expanded international obligations on 
the Federal side and the visible resurgence of responsible action on 
the State side set the stage today for using to the fullest extent the 
potential benefits of a Federal system. We have the opportunity and 
the obligation to decide for ourselves how best to use our national 
reservoir of thought, time and energy through the effective assign- 
ment and reassignment of functions and finances. 

The Joint Committee’s procedure : It is in the light of this total 
situation that the governors’ conference—long concerned with Fed- 
eral-State relations—directed its chairman to appoint a committee 
of governors to meet with a committee appointed by the President to 
recommend action for achieving sound relationships among the 
various levels of government. 

These two groups met regularly from August to December of last 
year. On each occasion the governors’ committee met separately, 
considered each proposal individually and came to an agreed position 
before meeting jointly with the Federal Committee. I am happy to 
report to you that every action recommended by the governors in the 
report was a unanimous recommendation. 

Tt was an intensive, hard-working experience, but a tremendously 
rewarding and historic one. The Federal representatives, and the 
committee of 10 governors, from all parts of the Nation and repre- 
senting different points of view, agreed on a basic purpose: to in- 
crease the responsibilities and powers of the States wherever pos- 
sible and proper to make available suitable sources of revenue to 
insure their fulfillment. 

The two committees concentrated their first efforts not on general 
propositions, but on specific issues, for we were all determined on 
action, not on merely filing another research report. Major studies 
in this field already have been made—notably the report of the Na- 
tional Commission on Intergovernmental Relations—and these pro- 
vided basic background for our deliberations. 

The 5 months of intensive discussion on many carefully prepared 
proposals concluded with unanimous agreement of the two committees 
and the Joint Committee on the series of limited steps incorporated 
in our first progress report. This report was submitted by Gov. Wil- 
liam G. Stratton, of Illinois, chairman of the governors’ conference, 
to the executive committee of the governors’ conference last December 
6, in Hot Springs, Ark. The executive committee adopted a resolu- 
tion directing that the report be submitted to all governors for their 
immediate consideration, requesting the Committee to continue its 
work in this field and making the report a major item for discu ‘sion 
at the forthcoming governors’ conference. 

The recommendations: The report has been submitted to you and I 
shall not discuss the recommendations in great detail. I want to em- 
phasize, however, that they are made in the belief that State and local 
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governments can assume the obligations suggested and can and should 
continue these programs. 

There are always advantages to be gained from a fresh view and 
there certainly will be flexibilities required within the programs to 
meet the diverse conditions in the 48 States. But the quality of these 
programs should not be impaired. We all feel that the work of the 
Joint Committee is in no way an indirect means for reducing the social 
and economic programs of recent decades. We feel, rather, that many 
of them can be enriched by the diversified administrations of State 
and local governments; that they can be handled more effectively and 
responsibly; and that the States should and can obtain the resources 
to finance them. 

I have divided the recommendations of the Joint Committee into 
four general groups: 

1. Those which urge discontinuance of certain Federal grants and 
full financial responsibility by the States. 

2. Those which suggest an increased degree of State and local par- 
ticipation in financing cooperative programs. 

3. Those which do not call for financial interchange, but urge in- 
creased efforts by the States to meet major modern problems. 

4. Those which deal with small, stimulative grants. 

I should like to diseuss these recommendations briefly from the pri- 
mary viewpoint of State action. 

1. Full financial responsibility—State and local: There were two 
recommendations for discontinuing Federal grants and for full as- 
sumption of financial responsibility by the States. 

Vocational education: The older programs of vocational education 
are well-established and agencies for their operation exist in every 
State. The need for the relatively small financial stimulation by the 
Federal Government is over. State and local governments now con- 
tribute four-fifths of the total program and should be able to assume 
the remainder. 

Small grants for practical nurses training began in 1957. The 
States should accelerate the practical nurse training programs rapidly 
and assume the small cost of this program as soon as possible—but 
no later than the present terminal date of the Federal grant. 

Small grants for vocational education in fishery trades and industry 
also began in 1957. State sources, however, are adequate to handle 
these modest sums and the States concerned should assume these obli- 
gations now. 

Municipal waste-treatment plants: The construction of local waste- 
treatment facilities are and should be continued as primarily a local 
and State responsibility. In recent years much has been accom- 
plished by localities in this field. Much more can and should be done 
by State and local cooperation and without the small Federal grant 
which accounts for 10-12 percent of total construction outlay in this 
field. 

The States should now strengthen their water pollution control 
programs to insure effective antipollution action. They should take 
necessary steps to expand the capacities of municipalities to raise 
funds to finance waste-treatment facilities. They should enact legis- 
lation—as many have already done—to provide, when necessary, 
financial assistance to localities for construction of facilities. 
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2. Increased financial responsibilities—State and local: Another 
recommendation deals with increasing and defining the degree of par- 
ticipation of the States and localities in the financing of Federal, 
State, and local cooperative programs. 

Natural disaster relief: The primary responsibility for disaster re- 
lief lies with private, local, and State agencies. Federal financial as- 
sistance should only come into play in disasters of great magnitude. 
The Committee, therefore, recommended that Federal cash assistance 
for temporary repair or replacement of public facilities should only 
be given after mgnimum expenditures had been made by the States 
and localities. The schedule of suggested minimum expenditures is 
included in the report. 

Several steps are suggested in the report by which the States can 
move now to be ready financially for natural disasters. 

(1) A disaster emergency fund might be created from which loans 
or grants to local governments or direct expenditures for disaster relief 
could be made. 

(2) A natural disasters powers act might be enacted authorizing 
the governor to borrow up to a certain maximum for disaster relief 
Oey 

(3) The governor may be authorized to use for disaster relief any 
unemceumbered or unobligated funds already appropriated. 

3. No financial interchange, but accelerated State and 
local: Two recommendations do not involve any immediate financial 
interchange but do increase the responsibility and capability of the 
States to meet imports int problems of our times. 

Atomic energy: The report suggests the strengthening of State 
government by defining and expanding their responsibilities in the 
field of peaceful uses of atomic ener gy. We believe that a greater 
share of responsibility for the promotion and regulation of the: peace- 
time uses of atomic energy, particularly where it concerns the health 
and safety of our citizens, should be vested in State governments. 
Recommendations to accomplish this are included in the report for 
amendment to the Atomic Energy Act of 1954. 

The States themselves can provide now, first, for top-level coordi- 
nation of all aspects of atomic energy regulation and development 
preferably by an agency directly responsible to the governor; second, 
for studies of the many speci ial problems, such as workmen’s com- 
pensation, zoning, pollution control, utility regulation, radiation dis- 
position arising from the increased use of nuclear materials; and, 
third—and perhaps most important—for training programs for 
State personnel who will be concerned with the regulation and de- 
velopment of atomic energy and for participation in the AEC training 
programs. 

Urban renewal: To date the States as a whole have not been active 
in this field. They are, however, developing a greater concern and 
are increasingly able to add to the total effort of attacking slums and 
preventing ur ban deterioration. 

We therefore recommended that the States should be ready to assist 
their communities in this field technically and financially. Each 
State should create an agency with special responsibility for handling 
problems of urban development, housing, and metropolitan planning. 
As an early function, this agency can ‘assume fiscal responsibility— 
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either through loans or grants—for planning advances in connection 
with urban renewal projects. 

{t. is our belief, and I emphasize this, that State effort should add 
to the total investment in attacking on a comprehensive basis, urban 
blight, and in promoting urban health. 

4, Small stimulative grants: We recognized that from time to time 
small Federal grants to the States may be helpful in stimulating 
programs to meet a national emergency or to further a strong national 
objective. When proposals for such grants are made, we recommended 
a number of guiding considerations. There should be very careful 
selectivity ; a clear-cut national interest should exist: built-in terminal 
mechanisms should be included; and the maximum flexibility and 
administrative control should rest with the States and localities. 

Taxes and functions: These recommendations for increased finan- 
cial responsibility, we felt, should be accompanied by a recommenda- 
tion for widening the tax-revenue sources which would be available 
to the States to carry out these programs. The Committee felt that 
ach of the functions should be considered on its merits and not in 
relation to any specific tax. However, it was also agreed that tax 
sources should be relinquished by the National Government as addi- 
tional functions and responsibilities are assumed. Agreement was 
reached, as indicated in the report, on making a portion of the Federal 
tax on local telephone service available to the States. 

The local telephone service tax: We agreed that the local telephone 
service tax is a logical revenue source for State and local governments. 
The Committee, therefore, recommended that up to 40 percent of the 
Federal tax on local telephone service be credited to those States 
which enact a new or additional 4 percent local telephone tax. At the 
end of the 5 years, the Federal tax should be reduced 4 percentage 
points automatically. 

The Council of State Governments staff has developed a model bill 
for the consideration of the States in drafting legislation to take 
advantage of this proposal. 

Other taxes: The Joint Committee is also considering other tax 
sources which might be made available to the States in general re- 
lationship to. additional functions which they might assume. We 
therefore established a technical committee which is studying estate 
and inheritance taxes, and tobacco taxes and will report at future 
meetings of the Committee. 

Emerging problems: The Committee also identified a series of 
problems labeled “emerging.” These are current problems which loom 
increasingly important as Government responsibilities. They are 
major social and economic problems which State governments, in 
particular, will need to prepare for and solve. Included are the con- 
sequences of expanding population pressures, rapid urbanization, 
intense demands for higher education, widespread use and need for 
water, problems of mental health, old age, migratory farm labor, and 
law enforcement. 

These are areas in which we want to look at each problem as a 
whole and at the relation of the individual problems to each other. 
Although they are with us now to a greater or lesser degree, their 
impact on our Federal system, immediately ahead, will assume tidal 
proportions. 
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Too often in the past, hesitation and lack of action by State gov- 
ernments on emerging problems in part has resulted in administration 
from a higher level. “Perhaps the greatest contribution that the Joint 
Committee can make is to give thought to and recommend action to 
meet these problems at the State and local level. The resurgence of 
State government has resulted in a public service of higher caliber. 
We are convinced that the States, to a greater extent than ever, will 
be able to cope with emer ging problems of this magnitude. 

Some of these emerging areas can be met prim: wily by State and 
local action. Others, how eveey may require the ps urticipation of the 
Federal Government. This participation may well call for financial 
stimulation in some cases; or it may mean expansion in Federal re- 
search and technical assistance; or, in some instances, substantial 
financial investment. If Federal action is required, it should follow 
careful deliberation by Federal and State representatives and not 
develop out of passive drift. We hope that through the discussions 
and recommendations of the Joint Committee on these emerging 
problems, we can develop a procedure for suggesting the most effec- 
tive distribution of responsibilities among the various levels of gov- 
ernment. 

If the Congress and the States adopt the recommendations of the 
Joint Committee, I believe it will signify an important step toward 
renewing in this day and age the true role of State and local govern- 
ments: To enhance the opportunity and obligation of the citizens of 
this Nation to share in the control and direction of their governments. 

Mr. Founrary. Thank you very much, Governor, for your contri- 
bution and well-prepared statement. 

Mr. Secretary, since you were the first to testify, I will direct cer- 
tain questions to you. Governor Dwinell may supplement your an- 
swers or, if you prefer, either of you may answer the questions. 

I note that Governor Dwinell in his prepared statement on page 6 
made this statement: 


The executive committee of the governors’ conference adopted a resolution 
directing that the report be submitted to all governors for their immediate con- 
sideration, requesting the Committee to continue its work in this field and 
making the report a major item for discussion at the forthcoming governors’ 


conference— 
which prompts me to ask this question, Mr. Secretary, primarily for 
our record. 
Would you please give us a brief description of the scope, as you 
understand it, of the Joint Action Committee’s ee 
Secretary Anperson. The Committee, as we view it, from the 
standpoint of the Federal Government would be author ill to review 
programs which might involve a redistribution of either functions or 
sources of revenues between the Federal and State Governments, and 
we, from the Federal Committee, would then make recommendations 
to the President, which recommendations would be transmitted for 
consideration by the C ongress. 
We might also give information and make appearances before the 
various committees of the C ongress so as to be as helpful as we can 
in the deliberation of the Congress in their determination of what 
properly ought to be done concerning the recommendations. 
The governors’ committee would report directly to the joint con- 
ference of governors, and the joint conference of governors would in 
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turn submit their reports, or the re — submitted to them, to each of 
the governors of the 48 States. Each of the governors of the 48 
States would, of course, make recommend: ations to their legislative 
bodies in accordance with their own conclusions, and the legislative 
body would have the prerogative of acting in any manner which they 
concluded was in their best interest. 

Mr. Founrarn. Governor, from the standpoint of the governors’ 
Joint Action Committee, would you like to add anything to that 
statement ¢ 

Governor Dwine.u. I think the Secretary has outlined the pro- 
cedure about as we understand it. I would point out that the instruc- 
tions to the governor’s committee is contained on page 23 of the 
printed report—in appendix I1—which sets forth the resolution 
adopted by the 49th governors’ conference. That is the assignment 
under which the governors’ committee was working. 

Mr. Fountarn. How is it planned that the committee’s recommen- 
dations will be implemented ? 

Governor Dwinetu. Well, I think the intention is that there will be 
a full discussion of this report and any subsequent reports which may 
come from the joint committee at the next meeting of the national 
governors’ conference, which will be held in May of this yea 

At that time, I would assume that the governors’ einai will 
take certain actions that either will endorse or will not endorse cer- 
tain recommendations in the report. 

Mr. Founratn. As you understand it, does your committee have 
the authority to make recommendations to the Congress before the 
full governors’ conference takes action on the recommendations? 

Governor DwineLL. Well, our committee, in making this report, 
and it should be very clearly understood, is not authorized to speak 
for all of the governors of all of the St: ites. I think you have to un- 
derstand the structure of the governors’ conference, perhaps, to 
understand how that would be. 

There is an executive committee of the governors’ conference which 
functions between annual conferences, or annual meetings of all the 
governors, and it was to that group that our subcommittee reported. 
That committee, the executive committee, directed that this progress 
report be submitted to all of the governors for such individual action 
and appraisal as they might see fit. The executive committee directed 
the governors’ committee to continue its activities in this area in which 
we have been operating as a part of a Joint Committee. 

Mr. Fountain. Then I take it that the Joint Action Committee re- 
port has not, as yet, been approved by the governors’ conference ? 

Governor Dwineti. That is correct. 

Mr. Fountarn. Mr. Secretary, you mention that the most impor- 
tant thing you hope to acc omplish is an actual agreement regarding 
the transfer of functions and revenue sources to the States. 

Will any agreement that you might reach, or that you have reac hed, 
be binding in any way upon the administration and the governors’ 
conference, or would it simply constitute an agreement among the 
individual Federal and State members of the Joint Action Committee 
as to the recommendations they will make? 

Secretary Anperson. I think the latter is more nearly correct, Mr. 
Chairman. 
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We realize, of course, from the Federal side, that while all of us who 
are members of the Committee might enter into agreements and make 
a report, that the report would not be binding on 1 the President until 
he had approved it, and certainly the actions, if they involved legis- 
lative changes, could never be effective until they had been approved 
by the appropriate committees of the Congress. 

{r. Founrarn. Insofar as the governors are concerned, I assume 
that is likewise true, Governor Dwinell. 

Governor Dwine.u. That is true, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Fountain. Governor, I note the executive committee of the 
governors’ conference adopted a resolution submitting the progress 
report to all governors for consideration. 

Did the executive committee recommend that the report be ap- 
proved ? 

Governor Dwine.ti. No, Mr. Chairman. The report was trans- 
mitted to all of the governors by the executive committee simply for 
their information. ‘There was no recommendation made by the execu- 
tive committee. 

Mr. Founrarn. Is it true that the executive committee voted down 
the motion for immediate approval 

Governor Dwinpeit. I don’t believe there was such a motion 
entered. I think that the only action taken was that which I have just 
described, namely, submitting it to the governors for their informa- 
tion. 

Mr. Founrarn. I asked that question primarily because it was 
brought to my attention that in the December 7 issues of the Memphis 
Commercial Appeal it was reported that on December 6, at Hot 
Springs, Ark., the board of managers of the Council of State Gov- 
ernors defeated the motion for immediate approval of the progress 
report by a vote of 35 to 7. 

Governor Dwine.u. Well, you are referring there to the board of 
managers of the Council of State Gov ernments. 

Mr. Fountain. What is the board of managers? 

Governor Dwinetu. The board of managers of the Council of 
State Governments is composed of representatives of all of the States. 
It is somewhat the parent organization, if you will, of all of the inter- 
state agencies which act in their respective areas. 

It is the executive committee of the governors’ conference, who are 
members of the board of managers, but there are also representatives 
of each State on the board of managers. 

The chairman of the governors’ conference is automatically—or 
becomes either ex officio or by election traditionally, the president or 
the chairman of the board of managers. 

Mr. Founratn. Did the board of managers submit a report to the 
governors’ conference / 

Governor DwineLut. No. The incident to which you refer, I think, 
Mr. Chairman, took place when the report was submitted to the board 
of managers. In fact, I personally made a report outlining the con- 
tents of the progress report. There was considerable interest in it. 
The motion to which you refer was made. I think the consensus of 
the feeling of the members was that since the report had just that 
day been received and put before the members, and since no one had 
had an opportunity to study it, that it would be inappropriate to 
take any affirmative action on the report. 
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It just so happened by coincidence that the report was ready the 
day before the meeting of the board of managers so that there had 
been no time for distribution or study of the report. 

Mr. Fountain. Consequently, the action that was taken on that 
particular vote does not necessarily reflect the views of any of the 
governors ? 

Governor DwineLu. I think that is quite correct. 

Mr. Fountain. Governor, another question just for our record. 

Perhaps, Mr. Secretary, I should ask you this question. 

In recommending the establishment of the Joint Action Committee, 
the President suggested that the Committee be charged with the 
responsibility for designating functions which could be transferred 
to the States, and for recommending Federal-State revenue adjust- 
ments necessary in accomplishing such tr ansfers. 

To the knowledge of either of you, are there any groups other than 
the Joint Action Committee which are officially responsible for ad- 
vising the President on the transfer of functions to the States and on 
making recommendations with respect to necessary revenue adjust- 
ments ¢ 


Secretary Anprrson. I do not believe I know of any groups as 
Such, Mr. Chairman. 


Mr. Fountarn. I don’t know of any, but just as a matter of record 
I wanted to find out. 

Secretary ANpErson. I do not. 

Mr. Founratn. Do you know of any, Governor? 

Governor Dwrnett. I do not, Mr. C hairman. 

Mr. Founrarn. Mr. Secretary, I note that the progress report in- 
cludes a number of position papers which were prepared by the joint 
staffs of the Committee. Were the position papers prepared at the 
direction of the Committee ? 

Secretary Anperson. Yes. The Committee had the practice that 
anybody, whether on the Federal side or the State side, could propose 
any problem for consideration, that we would develop normal infor- 
mation papers which would be distributed between the various mem- 
bers. That then the staff should work jointly so that you did not 
have a position paper by the governors and a position paper by the 
other group, but that the sts affs of the two groups should work out 
what would be a position paper that would be presented. Then the 
discussion would revolve around this position paper, either changing 
it, amending it, adopting it, doing whatever the joint full Commit- 
tee decided was proper. 

Mr. Founrarn. Did the Committee take exception in any respect 
to the position papers which were included in the report of the Joint 
Action Committee? I’m speaking only of the papers which were in- 
cluded in the report. 

Secretary Anperson. I do not think that there were any substantial 
objections taken ; no, sir. 

Mr. Founratn. I believe both of you have testified, and I believe 
it is true, that the report takes the position that the recommendations 
were not intended to reduce the scope or the effectiveness of any of 
the programs it considered. Is that true? 

Secret: ary Anperson. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Fountain. And the Committee also endorsed the use of Fed- 
eral grants as a stimulative device under certain conditions? 
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Secretary ANpErsSON. That is correct. 

Mr. Fountain. Did the Committee also take the position that while 
each specific program was not to be tied to a specific tax source, the 
tax sources relinquished by the Federal Government should be ade- 


quate to enable each of the States to carry on the functions trans- 
ferred ? 


Secretary AnpERSON. Yes. 

We recognize from the beginning that there were serious financial 
problems involved, both from the standpoint of the Federal Govern- 
ment and the States, and that certainly those functions which were 
now being paid for in part by the Federal Government, if they 
should be relinquished, would to that extent lessen the burden on the 
Federal Government and increase the burden on the States, and while 
we agreed that the program should not be related directly—that is, 
a specific program related to a specific tax recommendation—that the 
volume of functions undertaken be the State governments which were 
previously undertaken by the Federal Government should be accom- 
panied by recommendations that would be adequate, or as nearly ade- 
quate as ‘possible, to allow the States to assume those sources of reve- 
nue in order to pay for the functions which they assumed. 

Mr. Founrarn. Now, in proposing the establishment of the Joint 
Action Committee, President Eisenhower cited three objectives to 
which you have referred and which are set forth in the report of the 
Joint Action Committee. 

The first of these is to designate functions which the States are 
ready and willing to assume and finance that are now performed or 
financed w holly or in part by the Federal Government. 

Did the Committee find to its satisfaction that the States are ready 
and willing to assume and finance without further Federal grants 
the vocational education and waste-treatment facilities programs? 

Secretary Anprerson. Perhaps Governor Dwinell could speak most 
appropriately on the subject, but I would say this, Mr. Chairman: 
All of us have recognized from the beginning that those governors 
who were present as members of the Committee could not speak for 
all of the governors of the other States of the Union. Each of those 

overnors is an elected official in his own right. He has responsi- 
Dilities in accordance with the State constitutions of the various 
States. And, while I believe that every effort was made by the gov- 
ernors to weigh the attitude which they judged to be the attitudes 
of other governors, I think I would be correct, Governor Dwinell, 
in saying that we recognized right along that nobody spoke for an- 
other governor on anything binding. 

Mr. Fountarn. I noted in the report that your Committee did not 
go into that, and I recall in the President’s letter of appointment of 
the Federal representatives on the Joint Action Committee that he 
again emphasized the three basic points he made in his speech at 
Williamsburg—that function which States are ready and willing to as- 
sume and finance be designated, that revenue adjustments required 
to enable the States to finance them be recommended, and so forth. 

Of course, we appreciate the practical problems involved. Conse- 
quently we understand the explanation you have given. 

To your knowledge, have any of the States, as yet, passed any leg- 
islation or adopted resolutions indicating their intent to carry on 
these programs at their present levels? 
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Secretary Anperson. May Governor Dwinell answer ? 

Mr. Fountain. Governor Dwinell 

Governor Dwine.u. Mr. Chairman, I am informed there are no 
States that have passed any legislation on the recommendations con- 
tained in the report. 

There are some States that are considering such legislation. 

I would indicate for the information of the Committee that this is 
the off year, so to speak, as far as the meeting of State legislatures 
are concerned. I think there are only a relatively small number which 
are meeting this year in relation to the total of all the States. 

Mr. Fountain. Do you know whether or not the Action Commit- 
tee, or its staff, consulted with any State legislative leaders through- 
out the country prior to the formation of its recommendations? 

Governor Dwine.u. I do not know whether that was the the casey 
but I think I might say this: That as far as the ability of the gov- 
ernors’ committee to represent the feeling of all the Governors of 
all the States, I think Secretary Anderson “has already indicated that 
position fair ly well. 

The committee of governors, however, was quite representative both 
geographically and from different points of view, and the fact that 
we were able to get unanimity of the governors’ committee seemed 
to be some assurance—although, of course, not any definite assurance— 
that it would be fairly representative of the opinion of all of the 
various States. 

Mr. Founraty. In that connection, during our regional hearings 
we heard quite a bit of complaint from mayors, particularly of large 
cities, that they were not represented on the Joint Action Committee. 
Of course, we did not discuss much the work or your Committee be- 

cause you had not completed your report. 

Do you feel that the urban areas of the country were adequately 
represented by the Committee through the governors and others who 
served ? 

Governor Dwinew. Although there was no direct representation 
on the governors’ committee, the subject of the urban and the munici- 
pal attitude and that of the responsible officials was discussed many 
times by the governors, and the joint staff was instructed to consult 
from time to time with responsible representatives of the municipal 
officials on certain of these problems which had a particular bearing on 
urban problems. That has been done and is the policy of the Joint 
Committee, namely that contact at the staff level will be maintained. 

Mr. Fountain. Then your staff did consult responsible leaders of 
our cities, including, I would imagine, representatives of small cities. 

Did any of those representatives sit in on any of the discussions 
of the Joint Action Committee ? 

Governor Dwine.it. No: except for members of our staffs. At all 
of the meetings of both the governors’ committee and the Joint Com- 
mittee, the participation was limited to the Committee membership. 

Mr. Fountarn. Mr. Secretary and Governor, I am asking a ques- 
tion which has been raised a number of times since your report came 
out. 

Will you tell us why the committee selected the tax on local telephone 
service for partial relinquishment to the States at this time ? 
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Secretary Anprrson. Mr. Chairman, there was a rather wide range 
of taxes discussed from time to time. They involved various kinds 
of franchise taxes—excise taxes. 

The governors indicated a particular interest in sharing to a greater 
degree in the estate taxes. 

W Ve all recognized that the estate-tax situation presents some rather 
unique difficulties because of the differences in property laws and the 
differences in inheritance laws in the various States. 

As a result of our numerous discussions, we have established a tech- 
nical committee on which there are members of the joint staff partici- 
pating, in which the conference of attorneys general will be asked, or 

ave been asked, to be represented. Other groups representing the 
points of view of competent lawyers, and the American Institute of 
Accountants, so as to try to analyze and to bring to the committee for 
its consideration various alternative ways in which a tax of this com- 
plexity might be attacked. 

Now, when you add up the current cost of the functions which are 
recommended in the report which will be assumed by the States, the 
cost to the Federal Government is about $105 million. (The 4 percent- 
age points which was proposed to be given up out of the tax on local 
telephone calls would be about $150 million. 

We recognize there would never be any kind of exact balance be- 
tween them, either from the standpoint of the total distribution.or the 
distribution that would be made with reference to the several States. 

This recommendation was made because it seemed to us to be one of 
the more simple taxes now collected by the Federal Government which 
could be assumed by the States and which would be of an order of 

magnitude that would allow them to assume the responsibilities which 
are outlined in the report. 

This does not mean to exclude consideration of any other kind of 
taxes. It is certainly a problem, the difficulty of which we recognize, 
and which we would hope to get some benefits out of the consideration 
of this committee, and others. 

I think that perhaps more than any other consideration at this time 
was the realization that here was a tax, the nature of which was not 
so complicated as to raise any difficult or imponderable problems in 
trying to provide a revenue source that the States might, if they chose, 
rather readily take in order to finance the new responsibilities they 
would assume. 

Mr. Fountain. Did the Technical Committee of the Joint Action 
Committee recommend this particular tax ? 

Secretary Anprrson. The Technical Committee of the Joint Action 


Committee, Mr. Chairman, is related only to the consideration of 
the inheritance tax. 


Mr. Fountain. I see. 

You did not have the Technical Committee’s consideration in 
regard to the telephone tax ? 

Secretary ANDERSON. We did not; no. 

Mr. Fountatn. I recall when we had our regional hearings in 
Raleigh, N. C., I was called by a meprecentalare of one of the tele- 
phone companies in my State. He thought we were having a hearing 
concerning the telephone tax. I told ies we were not going into 
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a discussion of it, except as it might be referred to casually, because 
we were not familiar with the details of your recommendations. 

During the course of our conversation he stated that the telephone 
tax, when it was enacted, as has been true with respect to other taxes, 
was passed as an emergency tax, and that they have long hoped that 
this emergency tax would be dropped by the Federal Government. 
And I gathered from his conversation that if it is dropped, he is 
very hopeful that the State will not levy that particular tax. 

Mr. Secretary, did the committee conclude that a 4-percent tax on 
local telephone service would be sufficient to enable each State to 
carry out the functions which are recommended for transfer? 

Secretary Anperson. Mr. Chairman, you have put your finger on 
one of the most difficult problems with which we are confronted, 
and that is, of course, the balancing of equities between the 48 States 
of the Union in the assumption of additional responsibilities. 

The reason that we felt—or one of the reasons that we felt that 
a tax relinquishment on the part of the Federal Government of about 
50 percent more than the cost of the assumption was justified and 
necessary was as nearly as possible to close the gap between the 
States which had lesser capability. 

We recognized this as a very vital and continuing question. 

We do not have a perfect answer to it. I am not sure, sir, there 
will ever be a perfect answer. The exact balancing to provide equal 
justice in a Nation so widely diversified as ours would be exceedingly 
difficult. 

Mr. Fountatn. We certainly will never be able to make it exact, 
I agree with you. 

Secretary Anperson. The fact that it is difficult does not, I think, 
minimize our responsibility to keep it under the most careful con- 
sideration. And again, sir, this 1s one of the areas which, very 
frankly, we had hoped that the wide scope of the hearings of this 
committee would furnish some guidance to our own thinking, because 
we recognize the difficulties. 

Mr. Founratn. I think some of our further questions this morning 
may be helpful along that line. 

You mentioned the fact that the Federal Government would be re- 
linquishing substantially more money than will be needed to carry on 
these programs throughout the country. 

I assume that because of that excess amount the Committee had the 
feeling that each State would be able to carry out the functions which 
are recommended for transfer; is that right ? 

Secretary Anperson. Yes. We did not, by our recommendations, 
want adversely to affect the program, and we realized, of course, that 
each of the States have different problems, but that the order of mag- 
nitude of the total amount involved would be such that we would hope 
each of the States could finance it. 

Mr. Founrarn. I believe the revenues released by the Federal Gov- 
ernment would be approximately $150 million, whereas the eost of 
these particular programs for which you have a specific recommenda 
tion amounts to about $105 million. 

Secretary Anperson. Those are approximate figures. 
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Mr. Fountain. Now, the statement is made on page 46 of the Com- 
mittee report that the local telephone tax source is, and I quote: 
ae, distributed over the country—not concentrated in a few 

tates.” 

Did the Committee study the incidence of the telephone tax to deter- 
mine whether or not it is uniformly distributed among the States / 

Secretary Anperson. The word “uniform” I think refers to the fact 
that there are local telephone calls in all States. I do not think it 
would be accurate to say that the degree—that the number of calls, 
and therefore the number or the amount of revenues would be equally 
uniform, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Founratn. I ask that question because a large number of wit- 
nesses who appeared before our subcommittee at the regional hearings 
expressed the belief that if the States are to take over any programs 
in which there is now a Federal financial responsibility, there must be 
an equitable transfer of present Federal tax sources to the States. 
Because of the growing feeling on the part of many people, including 
Members of Congress, that local and State governments should assume 
more responsibility, whenever possible and practicable, and whenever 
it can be equitably done, by a release of Federal revenue sources to the 
States, I asked the staff of the subcommittee to analyze the proposed 
relinquishment of a portion of the Federal telephone tax. The staff 
has prepared several tables analyzing the distribution of telephones, 
and the distribution of the local telephone taxes among the States, 
which we might examine and place in the record at this time. 
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(The tables referred to are as follows 


TABLE 1.—Distribution 


Stats 


Alabama 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Florida. .__ 
Georgia 
Idaho__- 
Illinois 

Indiana 

lowa 

Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine __ 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana.__. 
Nebraska. 
Nevada 

New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico.. 
New York 
North Carolina. 
North Dakota. 
Ohio.__- 
Oklahoma_ . 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania_ 
Rhode Island_ 
South Carolina_._ 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas___ 

Utah __. 
Vermont... 
Virginia 
Washington _ _- . 
West Virginia__... 
Wisconsin. .- 
Wyoming-..- 


United States__. 
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RELATIONS 


of telephones and local service revenues per capita in 
calendar year 1956, by State 


Total tele- 

phones per 
100 popu- 
lation ! 


19 


40 


19. 


23 
o” 


32. 
34. 
38. 
35. 
17. 
26. 


25. 


30. 
34. 
30. 
28. 
37. 


22. 


34. 


33 


35. 


. 91 
38 
68 
00 
35 
41 
. 67 
02 
.07 


. 45 


1 Estimated by American Telephone & Telegraph Co., as of Jan. 1, 1957. 
2 Estimated by Federal Communications Commission. 


} 


Percent of 


households | Local service 
with revenues per 
telephone apita 
service ! 
50 $12. 71 
55 B 7 
42 11.22 
85 3. & 
77 24. 90 
OS 25. 51 
St 23. 04 
87 41.40 
66 19. 79 
56 14. 20 
69 19.13 
82 M). 41 
78 20. 38 
87 17. 32 
79 19. 59 
53 12. 82 
65 i6§. 79 
70 19. OS 
77 25. 36 
91 28. 69 
4 24. 06 
83 19. 55 
39 9.77 
73 21. 83 
71 16. 36 
79 19, 27 
55 95.09 
75 20. 06 
91 26. 28 
53 16, 64 
x7 6, 60 
50 11. 01 
67 13. 83 
83 22. 86 
70 19. 68 
7 22. 91 
85 2. 97 
7 24. 59 
44 9. 8&8 
66 14. 23 
63 | 15.14 
65 2. 22 
79 19. 43 
73 i8. 11 
65 17. 51 
80 25. 66 
57 3. 45 
80 18. 91 
69 17.74 
7 
76 23. 23 
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‘TABLE 2.— Distribution of 10 percent Federal tax on local telephone service, 
selected States 


Federal telephone tax 


Income | 





States ranked by income level ! per capita!| Estimated | 
collections, | Tax yield 
fiscal year per capita? 
1958 2 | 
10 highest | Thousands 
Delaware | $2, 858 $900 | $2. 24 
Connecticut - 2, 673 5, 400 | 2. 42 
New Jersey ; «ol 2, 443 | 14, 600 | 2.70 
California Bae oe saan 2,419 | 40, 800 | 3. 04 
Nevada. = saletke a 2, 413 500 | 2. 02 
New York : adnan ; natant | 2, 395 56, 300 | 3. 48 
Illinois om wirdapele de wwemed 2, 383 27, 500 2. 90 
Massachusetts ‘ - Kdchihin cem~4 tina 2, 206 13, 800 2. 87 
j Michigan ‘ paccanekdeeied Sdeae 2, 156 16, 900 | 2. 25 
Ohid__.-- ‘ 2, 154 19, 800 2.18 
10 lowest: 

Mississippi. - 964 2, 000 | 95 
Arkansas_ a | 1, 088 1, 900 | 1.05 
South Carolina. 1, 133 | 2, 200 | .92 
' Alabama 4 1, 229 3, 800 | 1, 21 
North Carolina anes 1, 305 4,700 | 1.06 
Tennessee » ‘ | 1, 317 5, 100 | 1. 47 
Kentucky 1, 324 3, 900 | 1, 29 
South Dakota } 1, 330 | 900 | 1. 3 
North Dakota-. ‘ 1, 365 800 | 1, 22 
NOONE ts reskin oan A acenietellin ene 1, 400 | 4, 700 | 1.27 

| | 





1 Based on per capital personal income, 1956. Income data from U.S. Department of Commerce. 
2 Joint Federal-State Action Committee, Progress Rept. No. 1, December 1957. 
3 Population estimate by U. 8S. Bureau of Census, as of July 1, 1956. 
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TABLE 3.—Comparison of yield from 4 percent taw on local telephone service and 
Federal grants for vocational education and waste treatment facilities con- 
struction, for selected States 





| Federal grants 



































| 
| 
| a ee ee 
Yield | 
from 4 | | Vocational educa- | ¥ 
percent | tion aste 
States ranked by income level! mate | tax on | ae —_...| @eat- 
ante 1 | local tele-/ ment fa- 
- phone | Total Practical| cilities 
| service 2 | Older | nursing | construc- 
pro- and tion § 
| | grams* | fishery 
| trades ¢ 
_ — See —E——— 
Thou- Thou- Thou- Thou- Thou- 
10 highest: sands sands sands sands sands 
8 Ot a $2, 858 $400 $539 $165 $350 
PO. snoscdnenedmetaeiin | 2, 673 2, 200 979 315 36 628 
RN etait tiinnncdissodimcnieiin 2, 443 5, 800 1, 838 644 80 1,114 
ie cai heacdntitapatayamnil 2, 419 16, 300 3, 893 1, 620 220 2, 053 
RN hee) 2, 413 200 495 151 18 326 
8 BL a ae 2, 395 22, 500 5, 056 2, 070 236 2, 7. 
a a eaisint 2, 383 11, 000 3, 383 1, 461 169 1, 753 
I eins, ccsssisicdemnit tat eomeainitate | 2, 206 5, 500 1, 865 638 90 1, 137 
I a IE sinus ivgshean ede ieaiie rae: } 2, 156 6, 800 2, 712 1, 182 | 140 1, 390 
aati tins lalnisiedhsttesanigintoae Dithoanniaal 2, 154 7, 900 3, 305 1, 478 | 174 | 1, 653 
10 lowest: | 
0 SS Ee | 964 | 800 2, 116 826 110 1, 180 
ap eteninehing pettdldicatanererts 1, 088 800 1, 789 657 &4 1, 048 
1, 133 900 1, 735 656 84 995 
1, 229 1, 500 2, 162 898 114 | 1, 150 
North Carolina......-----.----------- 1, 305 1, 900 2.727 1, 288 168| 1,271 
tan Dacinteeiige emietinnieee } 1,317 2, 000 2, 214 958 120 1, 136 
Kentucky. -.- ] 1, 324 1, 600 2, 089 908 114 1, 067 
South Dakota... | 1, 330 | 400 | Ot 253 30 661 
North Dakota.....------------------- 1, 365 300 | 991 257 | 31 703 
ROI gia Sonics dsebcincsti ans aheiblnestrniacacaientn | 1, 400 1, 900 | 2, 225 | 964 123 1, 138 
SE OD CUD oi cicderwcucencekitaliuinss emul 148, 000 84, 468 33, 179 4, 228 | 47, 061 
| | 





i Based on per capital personal income, 1956. 

? Estimated by Joint Federal-State Action Committee, fiscal year 1958. 

3 Expenditures for fiscal year 1956. Older programs include agriculture, home economics, trades and 
industry, and distributive occupations. 

4 Allotments for fiscal year 1958. 

§ Allotments for fiscal year 1957. 


Source: All expenditure figures from Joint Federal-State Action Committee, Progress Rept. No. 1, Dee 
cember 1957. Income data from U.S. Department of Commerce. 


Mr. Founratn. Miss Anderson, will you give the Secretary and 
Governor Dwinell copies of those tables. 

I think they are stapled in the order in which I will take them up. 

You will note that table 1, labeled “Distribution of telephones and 
local service revenues per capital in calendar year 1956, by State,” if 
you have that before you, seems to indicate that, contrary to the stated 
finding in the progress report, telephone service is not uniformly 
distributed over the country. 

The table shows that the number of telephones ranges from 48 per 
100 population in Connecticut to only 15 per 100 population in the 
State of Mississippi. While 98 percent of all households in Connec- 
ticut have phones, only 39 percent of the households in Mississippi 
have phone service. 

Local service revenues per capita, as estimated by the Federal Com- 
munications Commission, varied in 1956 from $36.60 for New York 
State—and $41.40, I might add, for the District of Columbia—to only 
$9.77 for the State of Mississippi. 

Now table 2 is labeled “Distribution of 10 percent Federal tax on 
one telephone service, selected States.” Do you have that before 
you? 
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Secretary ANprRson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fountarn. This table compares the tax yield per capita for the 
10 highest and the 10 lowest income States. 

I believe you will find that there is a high correlation between a 
State’s income level and the yield from the tax on local phone service. 
Each of the highest income States has a tax yield of more than $2 per 
capita. This figure reaches $3.48 for New York. 

he comparable yields are less than half these amounts in the least 
wealthy States, amounting to only 92 cents, for example, in South 
Carolina. * 

Now, table 3, if you will take that, compares the yield from the 
4 percent tax on local telephone service—as estimated by the Joint 
Action Committee—with the Federal grants for vocational education 
and waste-treatment facilities, for the same 20 States. 

You will note that all but 2 of the highest income States, Dela- 
ware and Nevada, would receive more revenue from the 4 percent tax 
than they now receive in grants for vocational education and waste- 
treatment facilities. 

New York, for example, would obtain $22.5 million to carry on func- 
tions for which it now receives $5.1 million in grants. 

Similarly, California would obtain $16.3 million to replace $3.9 
million in grants. The 4 percent tax, therefore, would produce more 
than 4 times as much as New York and California would need to 
carry on these activities. 

Compare this with the situation in the lowest-income States. Not 
1 of these 10 States would obtain sufficient revenue from the 4 percent 
tax to carry on these programs at their present levels. Mississippi, 
for example, would obtain $800,000 to replace grants amounting to 
$2,116,000. The tax yield to Mississippi would even be less than the 
$826,000 Federal grant for the older vocational educational programs 
alone. In North Dakota, for example, the tax yield would amount to 
$300,000 to carry on programs for which the State now receives $991,- 
000 in Federal grants. 

In effect, the Federal Government, as you have indicated would give 
up approximately $148 million or $150 million of revenue in exchange 
for the termination of $8414 million in grants, with a net loss of $6314 
to $6514 million to the United States Treasury. And yet according 
to the Joint Action Committee’s own figures, a large number of States 
would not obtain enough revenue to compensate for the Federal grants 
discontinued. 

It appears that a handful of the wealthy States, on the other hand, 
would obtain much more than would be required to perform the func- 
tions recommended for transfer. 

What are your reactions, Mr. Secretary, and Governor Dwinell, to 
these figures ¢ 

Secretary ANperson. Mr. Chairman, we made a number of compar- 
able studies to those which the chairman has outlined. 

On page 47 of the joint report, there is a table which shows the 
amount collected from the 10 percent tax and the 40 percent which 
would become available to the States. There the same wide area of 
discrepancy appears. 

Mr. Fountatn. I might say ours is not an independent study. We 
used the figures and tables in the Joint Action Committee report. We 
simply brought them together for the purpose of making this analysis. 
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Secretary Anprerson. Surely. As the chairman very rightly points 
out, this is a serious problem ; it is one to which we have given a great 
deal of thought and concern. 

You are faced, of course, with one problem that you cannot make the 
relinquishment preferential. We cannot prefer one State over the 
other. If we give up a tax, the Federal Government simply gives it up. 

Now the States, one, may not have enough out of that tax to do what 
they are planning to do; second, they may not choose to levy the tax 
which we have given up. 

As the chairman will note here, we propose to give the tax credit over 
a period of 5 years, because it was thought that the States having 
different times during which their legislatures would meet, and having 
relatively heavier or lower work loads, might not get around to the 
point of considering this problem. 

This same problem i is bound up in almost any kind of tax we con- 
sider. If one considers an excise tax, the tax normally i is heavier where 
there is concentration of population, where there is concentration of 
industry, and, therefore, there is a larger relative income. If one 
considers inheritance tax, the same pr oblem is there. 

This, I think, as I said to the chairman earlier, is one of the prob- 
lems with which we are most concerned. We certainly realize that up 
to now we have found no way of saying to the States where their 
revenue sources are perhaps smaller than others, that we can, by relin- 
quishing, so arrange the economic affairs of the State or the country 
as to make the distribution equitable. 

If, on the other hand, we simply say that no function can be re- 
turned to any State because of the difficulty, then from the beginning 
we pretty well preclude ourselves from accomplishment. 

I would certainly welcome any additional thinking that anyone 
would have, because this, I think, we realize, is perhaps as significant 
or more significant than any other problems with which we as a com- 
mittee and with which the Congress, the legislatures, and the States, 
are confronted. 

Governor Dwinell, would you want to add to what I said? 

Governor Dwine.u. Simply to this extent: That I am pleased, Mr. 
Chairman, that you and your committee have focused attention on the 
same problem which has been of much concern to the Joint Committee, 
and particularly to the governors’ committee. 

It is a problem which, as the Secretary has indicated, we have not 
been able as yet to solve. However, it is a problem which is certainly 
very much in our minds. It is something to which we intend to devote 
a great deal of attention. 

We feel, as the Secretary, has also indicated, that we hope that this 
will not be an insurmountable problem because the aims which we 
have here, the aims which I believe your committee has, are of such 
importance that we certainly would not want this obstacle to stand 
in our way of an eventual solution, and certainly, as far as the gover- 
nors’ committee is concerned, we, "and our staff, are going to devote 
every possible attention to find some solution of this problem. 

Mr. Founrarn. I am sure you will. 

Frankly, I was disturbed when I studied the analysis which the staff 
prepared. I note in the report you emphasize that the effectiveness and 
the level of performance of the vocational education and waste-facili- 
ties programs are not to be impaired by their transfer. And yet the 
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wealthier States are getting so much more in proportion to what the 
poorer States are getting, I am just wondering how we might prevent 
the programs from being impaired in the poorer States where they are 
least able to do the job. 

I found, Governor, that your own State of New Hampshire, an 
average-income State, would not obtain sufficient revenues from the 
4 per cent tax to replace the Federal grants for vocational education 
and waste-treatment facilities. While the New Hampshire figures are 
not shown in our table, I was curious to know how your State might 
be affected. 

The data in the Joint Action Committee report reveal that your 
State would obtain a yield of $400,000 from a 4 percent telephone tax, 
as compared with $717,000 now received in Federal grants for just 
these 2 programs, a loss to your State of about $317,000. 

Governor Dwrneti. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

1, like every other governor, I am sure, who has studied this report, 
am aware of the impact on the State of New Hampshire. I can only 
say that we are sufficiently interested in some solution of this prob- 
lem—we are so interested in bringing about some results that as far 
as I personally am concerned, and I hope others in my State would 
share that view, that we would even be willing to make some sacri- 
tices on a strictly dollars and cents basis to feel that our State was 
reassuming some of the responsibilities—and | emphasize the word 
“responsibilities”—which the State, in our opinion, should assume. 

Mr. Founrain. Did your Committee discuss any other formula, 
other than the straight 4-percent tax credit? I don’t know that any 
other one could be more equitable. But in view of the large amount 
which the wealthier States would get in proportion to the poorer 
States, I am wondering if you had occasion to discuss any other 
formula. 

Secretary ANpeRSON. Perhaps I should say that we have at least 
raised the question that when the Federal Government gives up a 
tax, we do not regard it as legally possible to give up a tax for one 
State and not give up a tax for the others. 

The most that we can do is to recommend to the Congress that we 
not collect the tax. We have some choices in this. We could, for 
example, simply recommend that we drop the 4 percentage points 
forthwith. Some of the governors thought it wold be more desirable 
if we had this 5-year provision, because all of the State legislatures 
do not meet simultaneously. 

Therefore, there would be some inequities as between the States as 
a result of it. But we certainly did consider, Mr. Chairman, other 
alternatives, and came finally to the conclusion that perhaps the only 
way in which we could attempt to close the gap was to give up more 
in revenue sources that the States assumed in functions, with the full 
realization that this does not close the gap for a good many of the 
States. 

But this is the sort of complication that we are into when we start 
unwinding the kinds of relationships that have existed in the past, 
and when we face up to the fact that we do have this widely diversified 
interest in our country. 

Mr. Founratn. Mr. Holifield, do you have a question ¢ 

Mr. Hoxtrtevp. Mr. Secretary, I have been studying these figures 
and I see that my State of California would certainly benefit by this 
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type of arrangement. Of course, we are representatives of our own 
districts and States, as well as of the Nation. 

But it seems like to me that before making recommendations such 
as you have made here, which appear to me to be rather contradictory 
in some ways, that maybe you should have given a little more thought 
to the impact of these figures. 

On the one hand you say you do not wish the services to be cur- 
tailed, and on the other hand you recommend a formula which will in- 
evitably result in the services being curtailed in a certain number of 
the States, and which will give a bonus, a tax-relief bonus, to the 
wealthier States, such as my State of California. 

Now, I think you really come down to the point of ieee 
whether these projects, such as vocational training and waste disposa 
are worthwhile programs or not. Apparently the States have passed 
judgment on that by accepting these projects as being beneficial to 
them. They have thought enough of them to contribute, in many in- 
stances, tremendous sums of tax moneys in their own States in the 
case of waste disposal to alleviate what they consider to be a common 
nuisance; and in the case of vocational training, to make a profitable 
expenditure for increasing the earning power of their people through 
training in different trades. 

Now, it seems to me that if these programs are programs which are 
more than statewide in their benefits, that maybe you already have 
the formula of taking care of them. 

So it comes down to the point of whether you are going to take a 
theoretical State-independence position or whether you are going to 
get the program done. Doesn’t it in the last analysis revolve on that: 
Whether you think the theory of the States assuming more independ- 
ence balances against the inevitable fact that if they do assume more 
independence, you are going to curtail the program; isn’t that the 
situation that you face ? 

Secretary Anverson. Mr. Holifield, let’s take vocational education 
as an example. 

The States are now paying about 80 percent of it. 

Mr. Houirtevp. Sure. 

Secretary Anverson. The Federal Government, about 20 percent. 
So that the degree to which a State now has 80 percent of the burden, 
perhaps weighs on that State more heavily. 

Mr. Hottrrevp. That is right. This indicates their desire to have 
the program. 

Secretary Anprerson. Yes. Now, if one takes the view that the 
amounts of revenue given up must in all instances equal or approxi- 
mate the amounts which will be assumed by the State of the lowest 
income, then I think you pretty well rule out a realistic approach to 
the redistribution of functions. 

We have gone about this program, I think modestly, in recommend- 
ing a very few programs, because we do not see the answer to this 
question which has been raised. 

Certainly, one would expect and would hope that programs admin- 
istered at State level in some instances might be administered more 
economically—— 

Mr. Horrrrerp. Aren’t all these grant-in-aid projects administered 
at the State level? Take my own State of California, for instance. 
Tn the allocation of funds to impacted school districts that have come 
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about as a result of the building of large defense industries, the Fed- 
eral money goes to the State board of education and then it is allocated 
and administered completely on the State level. Almost every other 
program that I can think of where there are Federal grants-in-aid, 
such as the highway program, is administered on the State level. 

Secretary ANpEerson. Yes; most of the administration is. 

Mr. Ho.irrecp. There may be some strictly Federal projects where 
the Federal Government puts up all the money, perhaps lke an irri- 
gation project, or a reclamation project; but in any grant-in-aid pro- 
gram I am acquainted with it is pretty much administered, I think, 
by the State. 

Secretary AnpERsON. Well, certainly this is true of these programs. 

I think, sir, one simply has to decide whether in spite of some of 
the inequities, which we will do our best to minimize, that we should 
still give consideration to a redistribution of functions. 

Mr. Hottrretp. Those functions would be assumed and would be 
carried out on the basis of their present seeming importance to the 
States that have adopted them; yes, but after all our society is so 
complex now that the education of a child in Arkansas who migrates 
to California affects the democracy of the State of California. 

Secretary Anperson. It does indeed, sir. 

Mr. Hotirtexp. It affects not only his wealth-producing qualities, 
but also the liabilities that the State of California assumes as a result 
of his moving in, if he is in an inadequate status to sustain himself or 
his family. 

And so you have a catalyst now in the Federal Government. I 
think I subscribe 100 percent to your general thesis here. But what 
it seems to me you are doing is advocating the elimination of a catalyst 
which is now getting the job done in exchange for a diversification 
of responsibility for the program which will not get it done. 

Secretary Anprerson. Well, 80 percent of what is being done in 
this program anyhow is done by the States. We are talking about the 
remaining 20 percent. 

Mr. Houtrievp. Yes; that is right. 

Secretary ANpERsoN. Where we give up a tax from the standpoint 
of the Federal Government, it may very well be that some of the States 
that would get the most benefit out of it would not elect to assume it. 
They might assume it. It might very well be that the States where 
they are not now getting any revenue would not elect to levy the pre- 
cise 4-percent tax, but a different rate of tax. 

Mr. Hottrterp. In other words, even if we make available the 4 
percent tax, we have no guaranty that the States would carry 
through with the program. They might just take that 4 percent 
additional revenue, and reduce the present taxes on property or State 
income tax or State sales tax or something along that line. 

Secretary Anperson. One could never have the assurance. 

Mr. Horirrevp. That is right. 

Secretary Anperson. That is to say that all of the 48 States would 
act as you would predict, or you would hope they might act. 

Mr. Hortrretp. Well, the taxes I know in the State of California 
are very burdensome in many ways. Looking at it from a selfish 
standpoint, this program certainly seems like it would be a good pro- 
gram for at least the 10 highest income States. But I wonder what the 
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effect would be on the Nation for programs which apparently are not 
confined in their effects to the State boundaries. 

Let’s take your waste disposal. Let’s take State A, which is up- 
stream from State B. State A is now given some Federal grants to 
take care of their sewage disposal, sindiet us assume that because of 
this encouragement from the Federal Government they are accom- 
plishing at least something along that line. Then the removal of 
this encouraging fund from the Federal Government causes them to 
either curtail or abandon their own responsibility and the results 
are felt on the downstream State B. 

Here again you have an overlapping of a function which cannot be 
confined to State boundaries, and therefore shows the need for some 
type of a catalyst, if we are going to get the job done. 

Secretary Anperson. Of course, even with the participation of 
Federal Government, one could have no more assurance than that the 
financial burden was to that extent mitigated again in the distribution 
between the States. 

This, I think, calls for an area of cooperation between Governors 
and between legislatures of States to which Governor Dwinell might 
want to address himself. The problem certainly is there. 

Mr. Houtrtecp. That is true. But hasn’t history shown that con- 
flicting interests, conflicting tax obligations, conflicting pressures, 
have in many instances precluded satisfactory agreements between 
States? I have in mind, for instance, the California-Nevada-Arizona 
water controversy. 

Secretary ANDERSON. Yes. 

Mr. Ho.trretp. Which has been going on now for many years. 
You are aware of that. And we had, I think at the last count, about 
30 triparty State conferences on this, in which we failed to come to 
any solution, and we have had to resort to the Supreme Court. Now 
we have had litigation in the Supreme Court for about 10 or 12 
years trying to get a decision which cannot be arrived at between the 
States. And yet it is a matter that is vital to all of the States, and 
they do have conflicting interests. 

So I think you are going back to a system that has failed, and are 
eng your hopes on an indefinite type of arrangement which has 

ailed in the past to rise up to the challenge which is offered in these 
various fields. 

Secretary Anperson. Of course, I think the Congressman raises 
also the fundamental question, whether or not, instead of going in 
the direction of achieving a better balance between Federal and State 
Governments in the exercise of power, that we would move at even 
an accelerated rate toward the Federal side because of the complexi- 
ties of the distribution. 

Mr. Houtrterp. I think we are inevitably moving that way, not that 
I particularly want it to be that way. The pressures of our compli- 
cated society with its overlapping obligations and responsibilities 
seem to be pushing us along that line. 

For instance, I am sure that I received telegrams from Governor 
Knight of California in regard to the impacted school district appro- 
priation, which is coming up shortly, saying that it is very necessary 
that we have it. I also received letters or telegrams from the tele- 
phone companies out there saying that they look with disfavor upon 
allowing the State to start taxing interstate communication facilities. 
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They are afraid there will be no end to it, that the State might take 
over the 4 percent and then might go to 10 percent, or 12 percent ; 
that the Federal restraint, if it could be called restraint to the degree 
they are now taxing them, would be lost, and the overall consideration 

of the problem which affects an interstate utility would be lost, and 
they might become the victims of increased taxation in various States, 
which would be very detrimental. 

Secretary Anpgerson. Congressman, we are certainly aware of those 
problems. 

When this Committee started functioning there were a great many 
problems which are listed as emerging problems which are very broad 
in their scope. For example, how “do you attack the problem of 
higher education ? 

Mr. Houtrterp. Yes. 

Secretary Anperson. How do you attack the problem of mental 
health, migratory labor, and that sort of thing? Now, our concept 
was that a great many groups have been studying this problem for a 
long, long time, in the Kestnbaum report, the nationwide hearings 
which this Committee has had—and th at we could make very little 
contribution by adding another research study. What we needed to 
do was to get at the simplest programs we could find, one where the 
States already had 80 percent and we had 20; one in which as far 
as stimulation was concerned, the stimulative effect certainly would 
have occurred between 1917 and 1957. That if we could not find our 
way out of these simple problems, we certainly would not have much 
encouragement in finding our way out of the most difficult ones 

Mr. Housrrevp. I think your logical approach is correct. 

Secretary Anperson. As I said earlier, we ran down a gamut of 
taxes that the Federal Government collects, with the realization that 
all we could ever do was to give up the revenue—by no means saying 
to a State, “the Federal Government requires you to levy this sort of 
tax or another,” because it certainly violates our constitutional 
prerogatives. 

We realize the problem inherent in this, but I think that if we are 
going to accomplish any result, in fact, if the redistribution of func- 
tions is such as to be a worthy objective i in the maintenance of the 
relative strength between the State and the Federal Government, then 
we have to face up to these kind of problems, the perfect answer to 
which we certainly do not now have, sir. 

Mrs. Dwyer. Mr. Chairman, I would like to compliment the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury and the Governor of New Hampshire for their 
very able statements this morning, and also to compliment the Action 
Committee for at least rec ommending some programs to be turned 
back to the State, and some method by which they could be attacked. 

I would like to say in going throughout this country with this 
Committee it was very obvious that governors and mayors and legis- 
lative bodies were interested that the Federal Government keep these 
programs in order that they themselves did not have to take on more 

responsibility for the particular programs. It seems to me that if 

we are going to give back to the State any responsibility at all, we 
must have some pilot program to recommend for the States. There 
will never be any real equalization, until we have Federal grants-in- 
aid based on the actual need of the State. I compliment both of you 
for your statements this morning. 
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Secretary Anperson. Thank you, Mrs. Dwyer. 

Mr. Founrarn. I would like to compliment you gentlemen and the 
Committee for the attention you have given to this problem. Some- 
times it takes a recommendation of action to prompt a more careful 
study of the problems. 

I happen to be one who personally feels the State and local gov- 
ernments are not doing enough, and ought to do more. I for one 
would like to see local and State governments assume more responsi- 
bilities, if it can be done on an equitable basis. I now realize the 
practical situation we are confronted with when we attempt to re- 
linquish sources of revenue adequate enough to enable the States 
to do these jobs. Yet once these programs are in effect, as you have 
indicated, it is awfully difficult to get the Federal Government out 
of them. 

Dr. Goldberg has just handed me a note pointing out that many 
of the low-income States, those which are most adversely affected 
by the Joint Action Committee’s formula, are actually making a 
greater fiscal effort than the national average. A table prepared 
by the Legislative Reference Service of the Library of Congress shows 
that the residents of such States as North Dakota, South Dakota, 
and Louisiana, were, in 1953, paying in State and local taxes more than 
10 percent of the personal income received in those States. The na- 
tional average at that time was 7.5 percent. 

On the basis of those figures, it seems that some of the low-income 
States are already assuming heavy tax burdens, relative to the average 
State fiscal effort, and it is these poorer States that your recommenda- 
tions would affect most. This prompts me to go back to the Kestn- 
baum Commission report, which also raised this same practical 
problem. 

Your committee emphasized in its progress report that it was 
created as a “task force for action” based on existing research, rather 
than as a study group. The committee also took note of the value 
of previous major studies of intergovernmental relations—and I guess 
studies will continue as long as we live—mentioning specifically the 
report of the Commission on Intergovernmental Relations (the Kestn- 
baum Commission). 

Did the joint committee consider during its study the conclusion 
reached by the Kestnbaum Commission—and I assume you did—on 
the practicability of the Federal Government’s transferring functions 
and tax sources to the States? 

The Commission’s conclusion, which appears on pages 115 and 116 
of its report, is as follows: 

The Commission has explored the suggestion that States would be assisted by 
a simultaneous reduction in Federal grants and certain Federal taxes. This 
approach would be inadequate in the current situation, since grants serve an 
essential purpose by assisting in the support of specific functional programs. 
Moreover, any general or selective reduction or repeal of Federal grants coupled 
with an equivalent reduction in Federal taxes would intensify the fiscal problems 
of the lower-income States, which would lose far more in grants than they 
would gain in taxes. On the other hand, a tax cut of sufficient magnitude to 
indemnify fully every State would result in a total loss of Federal revenue that 
would far exceed the grant reductions. 

Secretary Anperson. As the chairman knows, Mr. Kestnbaum is 
a member of the Federal group, and has sat with us in all of these 
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deliberations. So that on the practical problems, we certainly have 
been aware of them and have been thinking about them. 

Mr. Fountain. Apparently the Joint Action Committee reached a 
conclusion different from that stated in the Kestnbaum Commission 
report. 

Secretary Anperson. Well, of course, the Kestnbaum statement 
was based on a wide range of redistribution. 

Mr. Fountarn. A general proposition ? 

Secretary Anperson. Yes. Again our approach, Mr. Chairman, 
was simply this: Let us take the simplest ones, and let us see if we 
can find a way back to a redistribution of functions in the simple 
things. If we can, then maybe we will chart some ground for how to 
do it in the more difficult ones. Maybe at least we will raise the 
problems of how do we prevent improper actions in the future. 

But, unless we can find a way back out of the simple ones, then it 
would not be purposeful for us to get into the very broad, more com- 
plicated ones. The estate tax, for example, is a very good example. 
The estate tax, as the chairman knows, was passed about the time of 
World War I, in order to provide additional revenue for our military 
operations. 

We recognized that the laws of inheritance in States differ. The 
property r rights i in States differ. We have from time to time added 
on and taken away from the general structure of the inheritance tax 
provisions, but now when we come to a point where the governors 
would very much like to see us consider—and we are perfectly willing 
to consider—whether or not redistributions can be made, you are deal- 
ing not only in the area of inequities that grow out of property rights 
and laws of inheritance, but also the inequities which spring up y be- 
cause of the differences in the concentration of people within the 
States. 

Mr. Houtrtecp. Mr. Chairman, can I ask one question ? 

Mr. Fountarn. Mr. Holifield. 

Mr. Hottrtetp. I looked over very carefully your recommendations 
on atomic energy, and I find myself i in accord with every one of the 

oints that you made. This is going to be a legislative responsibility 
bedore the session is over, by the way. 

Secretary ANDERSON. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hottrrevp. We are seeking a way to do just what I think you 
folks want done. I do want to ask you this question. I think there 
have only been about 6 or maybe 8 of the States that have passed a 
model Atomic Energy Act, which would safeguard the people from 
the standpoint of radiation and other hazards. 

There have been 16 that have passed inadequate State laws, and I 
think the other States, many of them, have not passed any laws at all 
in regard to this very important question. 

Now, I think the law, the act of 1954, does place responsibility in 
the Federal Government for safeguarding the people from the effects 
of radiation, whether it is used industrially or any other way. 

I am wondering if you think this is important enough that when 
it is agreed upon that a model type of legislation is desirable, such 
as the governors have approved, I think, in one of their conferences, 
the Federal Government will be justified in making it mandatory that 
States pass this type of legislation on the penalty of the Government 
withholding a shipment of this dangerous radioactive material into 
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the States unless they do have the basic law and the basic organization 
to safeguard the people? What would you think about that principle ? 

Secretary Anperson. Congressman Holifield, I would like to have 
a little time to think it over before answering spontaneously. 

Mr. Houtrretp. To avoid dumping radioactive waste in the streams, 
and burying it where the protection isn’t permanent, and all that 
sort of thing. 

Secretary ANDERSON. Yes. 

Mr. Houtrietp. It isa very important thing. 

Secretary Anperson. I could not agree more that it is important. 
I would just not like to give a hasty judgment on it. I think one has 
to take into consideration the various workmen’s compensation acts 
in the States that are different. 

Mr. Houirretp. Yes; and they differ. 

Secretary Anperson. They differ. I would think, sir, that the 
Joint Committee would be very anxious to work as closely as we could 
with Mr. Holifield’s committee, trying to develop at least the criteria 
for thought. 

Mr. Hoxtrteitp. We are going to have quite extensive hearings before 
the session is over on that one point. Thank you. 

Governor Dwi1necL. May I speak to Mr. Holifield on that question ? 

Mr. Founrarn. Yes. 

Governor Dwine xt. I think it is true up to this time, Mr. Holifield, 
the model act with which you are familiar and which has been recom- 
mended to the States by the Council of State Governments, has not 
been adopted by a large number of States. There seems to be an 
increasing interest by the States, and I am informed by staff members 
of the Council of State Governments who are constantly in touch 
with various State legislatures, with commissions on interstate coop- 
eration, and with the executive branches of State governments, all 

of whom are concerned in this matter, that the acceptance of this 
model act and the adoption of it by more States is hoped to be accom- 
plished in the very near future. g, I think the objections along that 
line will be greatly diminished as more and more States adopt the 
model act. 

But certainly I quite agree with you, sir, that it is highly desirable 
and necessary that all States have the proper legislation to handle 
this situation. 

Mr. Horirrevp. Thank you. 

Mr. Founrarn. I am sure the witnesses know that Mr. Holifield is 
a member of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy and chairman 
of both its Subcommittee on Legislation and the Spec ‘ial Subeommittee 
on Radiation. He is doing a very good job. 

Governor DwIneELu. Yes. 

Mr. Fountain. Right at this point, I think we might be able to 
finish if we proceed maybe another hour. Would you prefer to do 
that rather than to come back this afternoon ? 

Secretary Anperson. It would be more convenient with me, sir, 
if it is agreeable with the committee. 

Governor Dwinex. Yes. 

Mr. Fountatn. Is it agreeable with the members of the committee? 

Mrs. Dwyer. Yes. 

Mr. Fountarn. Going back to the point I was pursuing with respect 
to theveffect of this telephone-tax recommendation, I think it is inter- 
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esting to note that insofar as the transfers recommended are con- 
cerned, the data assembled by the subcommittee staff unfortunately 
seem to support the conclusion reached by the Kestnbaum Commission, 
which I have read. 

I am sure both of you believe—if not you can say so—that States 
of above-average wealth have an obligation for assisting the poorer 
States to maintain a minimum level of public service in those functions 
where a national interest is found to exist. Is that true? 

Secretary Anperson. Where there is a clear national interest, sir, 
and where the grants—we are talking about simulative g1 rants—that is 
the purpose for them. I think it should be clear that they have a begin- 
ning and end. 

If, on the other hand, the purpose is not for stimulation, but is the 
assumption of a permanent program, then I think we ought to look 
at it very squarely and say that this is a permanent program and not a 
simulative grant program. 

Mr. Fountain. I am thinking, for example, of a type of grant for- 
mula which was proposed by the President for his educational program 
this year, and for his se hool-construction program last year. 

In these instances the income level of each State is taken into 
account in determining its grant allotment and its matching require- 
ment. If that is done before a program is passed by the Congress, I 
am sure all of us will realize the practical difficulties in not taking, 
so far as it is humanly possible, a similar position when we relinquish 
programs and return to the States avenues of taxation. 

In recommending in the field of vocational education, the Joint 
Action Committee states on page 5 of the progress report that, and I 
quote: 

The older vocational education programs have demonstrated their value and 
should be continued and possibly expanded. 

I wonder if either or both of you would be able to identify for the 
committee the program or the programs which the Action Committee 
felt might possibly warrant expansion at the State level? 

Secretary Anprerson. We did not try to identify them, sir, except to 
point out that in making the recommendation of assumptions on the 
program that it might very well be that in one State a particular kind 
of program would warrant some expansion, in another State it might 
be another kind of program. What we were trying to do was to make 
quite clear that we were saying we are not recommending an end to any 
program. We are recommending their continuation wherever the 
States find it justified. 

Some expansion might be necessary. We would not try to identify 
it, State by State, as to which would be which. 

Mr. Fountain. In other words, the Committee was simply stating 
its general conclusion ? 

Secretary ANperson. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Fountatn. That the States should continue and possibly ex- 
pand some of these programs without attempting to identify the 
program ? 

Secretary AnpERsoN. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Fountain. Now, with respect to waste-treatment facilities, on 
pages 6 and 7 of the Joint Action Committee report, the Committee 
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recommends the discontinuance of construction grants for local waste- 
treatment facilities. The Committee states, and I quote: 

There is no evidence to demonstrate the continuing need for the present Federal 
subsidy of an essentially local responsibility. 

What were the facts or the studies upon which the Joint Action 
Committee based this conclusion ? 

Secretary Anperson. I think Governor Dwinell might answer that. 

Mr. Fountain. Governor Dwinell, I am inquiring about the evi- 
dence apart from the policy question "of whether the Federal Govern- 
ment ought to do it or not. 

Governor Dwineutu. I think, Mr. Chairman, the Joint Committee 
questioned the necessity of the stimulation in this Federal grant, which 
you know is in the amount not in excess of $50 million annually. 

When we considered that prior to the Federal grant the amount of 
expenditure by State and local governments had more than doubled 
in the preceding 4 or 5 years—I think in the position paper on that 
subject, contained on page 34 of our progress report, there is a table 
which shows the very dramatic increase in expenditures in this area 
which took place prior to the Federal grant, and it also would indi- 
cate that the total percentage of the Federal grant estimated at the 
current level is not more than 10 to 12 percent. 

In other words, the Committee felt that here is a case where there 
is anew program that is just beginning, which certainly we felt should 
not be built into a grant-in-aid program on a permanent basis. The 
amount of stimulation, or the need for stimulation, on the basis of 
the record, is questionable. Here was an area where we could really 

take some construetive action, and a real constructive recommenda- 
tion of getting out of this area of Federal grant. 

Mr. Founrarn. I ask that question because of information which 
we received during the course of our hearings, and other information 
which has come to the attention of the committee, which seems to indi- 
cate that there is a real and continuing need for stimulation, aside 
from the question of policy as to whether or not the Federal Govern- 
ment ought to do it. 

Did the Committee reach any conclusion as to whether or not there 
is need for more adequate waste treatment facilities ? 

Governor Dwine.i. I think that the general statement covered 
that. Certainly, the record would indic ate—that i is, the increment each 
year, which was on the record of increasing activity in this field, cer- 

tainly showed first the concern and the demonstrated need, but, more 
importantly, the fact that the need was essentially being taken care 
of at a lower level of government. 

Mr. Fountain. We will take ashort recess at this time. 

(Short recess taken. ) 

AFTER RECESS 


Mr. Fountain. The committee will come to order. 

I will yield to Mrs. Dwyer at this time. 

Mrs. Dwyer. I would like to ask the Governor of New Hampshire 
a question on vocational education. Did the task force consider the 
difficulty by which the vocational program would be turned back to 
the States? I mean by that, the repeal of the Smith-Hughes Act, then 
legislation allowing the telephone tax to be transferred back to the 
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State and then the State legislature having to pass legislation to adopt 
the program. 

So it seems to me there are four different steps that would have to 
be taken in order to get that program back to the States. The reason 
I asked this question is because while you have been sort of a target 
for these two programs, many people are discussing these programs 
being returned to the States. Many of our vocational directors feel 
today vocational training is part of the defense program. 

They develop the fact that the failure of the missiles of the Nav 
and the Air Corps was due to technicians, rather than scientists, and, 
therefore, there should be greater emphasis on a vocational program. 

For that reason I ask you whether your Committee did study the 
difficulty by which that program could be turned back to the States, 
the four different steps? 

Governor Dwrne.t. I think I can say yes, Mrs. Dwyer. The Com- 
mittee is well aware of the many processes that have to be gone through 
to fully implement a proposal of this sort. 

We recognize the need for congressional action, as well as State 
action. We realize that it isn’t anything that can be done with one 
simple stroke. We realize first this: That there should be no impair- 
ment of the programs, that there has to be a transition period, whereas 
we make no specific recommendation on that subject, I think it is 
obvious to all concerned with the legislative process, either at the con- 
gressional or State level, that any congressional action in these areas 
would have to have effective dates sufficiently far in advance so the 
State legislatures would have ample opportunity to implement their 
part of these 4 steps as you call it, or at least a major 2-step problem. 

Now, as for your second question, whether or not we considered 
vocational education as a part of the defense effort, I think the answer 
is “No.” We didn’t put any particular emphasis on the nature of the 
programs themselves. We simply addressed ourselves in general terms 
to the indication which we thought was clearly before us, that the 
States not only had shown their willingness to increase, and increase 
over a period of many years, their contributions to the support of 
these vocational educational programs, but what we felt in our judg- 
ment was the States’ ability to assume the continuation and possibly 
the increase in these programs, providing these revenue sources were 
made available. 

Mrs. Dwyer. Would you, Mr. Governor, anticipate any difficulty 
with your own legislature on the vocational program being returned 
to your State? 

Governor Dwrneti. Maybe I should say that any governor antici- 
pates some difficulties with his legislature on most any problem of any 
magnitude because it is a difficult relationship that sometimes exists. 

But may I say that, as far as my own legislature is concerned, if 
this were pending before my legislature, which it is not because our 
legislature does not meet except biennially, I would say that the people 
of my State and their representatives are sufficiently concerned about 
this situation to which we are addressing ourselves that in my per- 
sonal judgment it would meet a favorable response. 

That is the best answer I could give you. 


Mrs. Dwyer. And to you, Mr. Secretary, I would like to ask you a 
question, please. 
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On the waste-treatment construction program, because we are in a 
recession at present, would the task force reconsider that this might 
well be a part of a Federal works project, rather than recommending 
it to go back to the States? 

Secretary ANprrson. Well, the recommendation has already been 
made that the appropriations ‘for this fiscal year be continued, but the 
recommendation is based upon the time lag between meetings of the 
legislatures, and I would not think that we would want to “consider 
it at this time in any other relationship. 

Mrs. Dwyer. Thank you very much. That will be all, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

Mr. Fountain. Mr. Secretary and Governor, entirely aside, as I 
previously indicated, from the question of whether or not the Federal 
Government ought to assume responsibility for meeting any such need 
as waste-treatment facilities, do you believe there is presently a need 
for more adequate waste-treatment facilities in the country on the 
basis of the studies you made or the information you got from studies 
which had already been made? 

Secretary Anpverson, Mr. Chairman, I could not qualify now as an 
expert in this field with sufficient recollections of the details of our 
deliberations. 

I do have the recollection that we believe that industry is playing 
an increasing role in the treatment of its own waste problems, and that 
the enforcement efforts of the States, in order to achieve a waste- 
treatment program by industry is one of growing effectiveness. 

Now, I am sure that as we get more and more industry in our coun- 
try, that as we concentrate people i in urban areas, we are going to have 
a continuing need for waste treatment in order to protect our streams 
in the country and our water supplies. 

Mr. Founratn. I note on page 34 of your Joint Action Committee 
report, the position paper on the waste-treatment construction grants 
says this: 

The backlog of unmet needs for waste-treatment works has also grown; and 
with it the need for new and more efficient municipal and industrial waste- 
treatment plants. 

I didn’t know if you recalled that particular statement in the re- 
port. Do I understand correctly that the Action Committee’s con- 
clusion that Federal stimulation is not necessary in the waste-treat- 
ment-facilities field is based upon your conclusion that construction 
expenditures for this purpose had already been increasing before the 
initiation of the Federal grants under Public Law 660, “which was 
passed in 1956? 

Secretary Anperson. This was a part of it. We felt that States 
were demonstrating that they were meeting or rising to meet the re- 
sponsibility more and more as time went ‘by in the waste-treatment 
field. That there was becoming a public awareness of it. That in- 
dustry would assume a larger share. That State enforcement agencies 
would become more effective. - That this was a program in which the 
Federal participation was now a very small percentage of the total. 
That now is the time in which we could properly recommend that it 
be regarded as a municipal and a State problem. 

And, again, that we avoid some of the increasing complexities that 
would come if, over a long period of years, we continue a program with 
growing magnitude on the part of the Federal Government. 
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I think this combination of beliefs lies at the root of our recom- 
mendations. 

Mr. Founrarn. Governor, do you have anything to add to what the 
Secretary has said ? 

Governor Dwine.u. I can make an observation as far as my own 
State is concerned, which I think is pertinent. This answers the ques- 
tion as to whether or not we feel there is a need for increased activity 
in this field—I think that is very definitely the case. 

We cited it, I think, in our report. But in my own State, for in- 
stance, we have never had a State-aid program for waste-treatment 
construction. It is absolutely necessary that we have one, and we are 
going to have one. A legislative interim commission is working on a 

roposal which was assigned to it to recommend legislation w hich will 
ring that about. 

We feel that if this is going to be a State responsibility, essentially— 
State and local—that there is no need for the relatively small Federal 
participation which is involved here. Ifthe State is going to recognize 
its full responsibility, it should do so and can do so without the “heed 
for this Federal grant. 

Mr. Fountain. I note in your report, which shows all of the States, 
that there were no starts in your State in 1956 in this field, although 
there were $451,000 in awards in 1955, I believe. 

Was the Committee in its deliberations, in its consideration as to 
what States and local governments. were doing in this field, aware % 
the fact that the 1956 construction figures in your report include ; 
single contract award in the amount of $76 million or by the Alle- 
ghany County Sanitary Authority in Pennsylvania ? 

I ain informed this project has been in the planning stages for 
almost 30 years. Are you aware of that sum of money for that par- 

ticular project ? 

Secretary Anperson. Mr. C aD I don’t know whether that was 
ever called to our attention or not. I did not have it in my mind. 

Mr. Fountain. After excluding this particular and very unusual 
contract award, the 1956 figure apparently is not too different from the 
expenditures in prior years. 

(Data assembled by the subcommittee staff on contract awards 
follows :) 


TABLE 4.— Community sewage-treatment contract awards, 1948-57 
mnt millions of 1955 dollars} 





11948-56) 
Population of communities ! 1948 | 1949 | 1950 | 1951 | 1952 | 1953 | 1954 | 1955 | 1956 | aver- | 1957 2 
| age 
ee | —_ ee — — — ee — — 
Less than 250,000_.....__- 125| 169; 168| 172; 150 224 
250,000 and over. - a 34 41 71 29 | 3150 |. | 92 
Total . 226 | 250 262 216 159 210 239 201 | 3300 229 | 4316 


1 Distribution of contracts by community size not available before 1952. 

2 Provisional data; estimated by U. S. Public Health Service. 

§ Includes unusual $76 million contract awarded in January 1956 by the Allegheny County (Pa.) Sanitary 
Authority. 

4 Due to a change in method of reporting, the U. S. Public Health Service estimates the 1957 total is ap- 
proximately 6 percent greater than the totals reported in previous years. 


Note.—Contract awards are expressed in constant dollars of 1955 to facilitate comparison of the annual 
volume of construction during the 10-year period. 


Source: U.S. Public Health Service, Public Sewage Treatment Plant Construction, 1956. 
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Mr. Founrtatn. It is interesting to note from your Joint Action 
Committee figures that nearly half the States actually had smaller 
total contract awards in 1956 than they did in 1955. On the other 
hand, it seems rather significant that the total amount of contract 
awards increased sharply in 1957 after the initiation of Federal grants 
for waste-treatment-facilities construction. I simply want to bring 
this information to your attention. 

To your knowledge, has the initiation of Federal grants for waste- 
treatment facilities stimulated State action for assistance to munici- 
palities? I don’t mean to deprive you of the opportunity, Governor, 
of answering these questions also. Either one of you, of course, please 
feel free to reply. 

Secretary ANperson. The only evidence which I think I could give 
you is pointed out on this table 1 which appears on page 36 of 7 
Joint Action Committee Report for whatever worth it would be, ir 
indicating the magnitude of the interest. 

Mr. Founrarn. It was brought to our attention that of the 10 States 
which now have legislation authorizing financial aid to municipalities 
for the planning and construction of waste-treatment facilities, 5 of 
the States, namely, Maine, Vermont, Maryland, Ohio, and New Mex- 
ico, enacted such legislation in 1957. 

Under the Water Pollution Control Act of 1956, the President has 
appointed an Advisory Board, as I understand it, to consult with and 
make recommendations to the Surgeon General on pollution-abate- 
ment needs. 

Has the Joint Action Committee consulted with this Board, or has 
it ascertained the Board’s ‘views on the desirability or the lack of 
desirability of continuing Federal grants for waste-disposal facili- 
ties? Governor? 

Governor Dwtne.u. I’m informed, Mr. Chairman, that the staff 
consulted with the Public Health Service when this matter was under 
consideration and the position papers were being prepared. 

Mr. Fountain. Do you know whether the staff consulted specifi- 
cally with the Advisory Board? 

Governor Dwinetu. No; they did not. 

Mr. Fountatn. They did not? 

Governor Dwineti. No. 

Mr. Founrary. One of the members of the staff just informed me 
that the Advisory Board took a position, or at least he is informed 
they took a position, in favor of the continuation of the Federal-grant 
program. 

Did you consult with any governors other than those who were 
members of the Joint Action Committee concerning the desirability 
of waste-treatment-facilities grants? 

Governor Dwrneti. No, Mr. Chairman. There was no special con- 
sultation on that subject, or on any other subject. I would say, how- 
ever, that at some of our meetings there were other governors present 
on occasion. Another governor might have been in the city or at the 
place of meeting and participated, but as a general proposition the 
governors’ committee did not have any consultation, officially at least, 
or formally, with other governors. 

Mr. Fountatn. We have a copy of a letter which was written by the 
Governor of California—— 

Governor Dwrneti. Mr. Chairman, may I make an addition to that 
statement ? 
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I overlooked the fact that all of the material which went to the 
governors’ committee, all of the position papers—in other words, all 
of the material went to all of the governors of all of the States, and they 


were encouraged to write in from time to time any comments that 
they might have. 


I.think that is an important point which I overlooked, and I think 
it should be a matter of record, that all of the material which was avail- 
able for consideration by the governors’ committee was available to 
all of the governors, and also to State legislators so that they were in 


a position to make comments through the staff office of the Council of 
State Governments. 


Mr. Founratn.. Was it sent directly to State legislatures, or to some- 
one representing State legislatures ? 


Governor DwineL.. Yes; to representatives—to the commissions on 
interstate cooperation. 


Mr. Focuntarx. What sort of response did you get from the gov- 
ernors¢ 


Governor Dwine i. As far as I personally am concerned, I can 
recall no instances where a governor who was not on the Committee 


corresponded with me, or made any particular comment with respect 
to the matters under consideration. 


Mr. Fountarn. I was about to refer to the fact that Governor 
Knight, of California, transmitted to the subcommittee for inclusion 
in its regional hearing record a copy of a letter the Governor sent to 
the President, which we will make a part of the record. While you 


are here you might be interested in just a few excerpts from the Gov- 
ernor’s letter. | Reading :] 


It has been called to my attention that the Federal-State task force, set up to 
study intergovernmental relations, has recommended discontinuance of the Fed- 
eral-grant program for construction of sewage-treatment works. This program, 
created by the provisions of section 6 of the Federal Water Pollution Control 
Act (Public Law 660, 84th Cong.), provides grants-in-aid to municipalities in 
need of sewage facilities. 


After most earnest consideration, I seriously question the advisability of any 
premature abandonment of this grant program. 


You will note he uses the word “premature.” 


In the first place, may I respectfully call your attention to the tremendous 
interest that has been shown in these grants-in-aid by California communities. 
Last year—the first year of the Federal program—81 cities or sewerage districts 
applied for grants totaling $7,998,899. This sum was almost 4 times the avail- 
able Federal funds ($2,053,325), and only 24 applicants received a grant. During 
the current year, the State water-pollution-control board has received 64 appli- 
cations for grants, totaling $8,079,892. It is anticipated that approximately 16 
applicants will exhaust this year’s allotment of $2,052,475. It is highly probable 
that many additional municipalities did not file an application for a construction 


grant when it was determined that they would not receive enough priority points 
to qualify for Federal assistance. 


Then he goes ahead and gives other reasons why he favors a con- 
tinuation of the program. I might quote his third reason: 


The third reason for supporting continuation of the grant provisions of the 
Federal Water Pollution Control Act is, I believe, the most important. It per- 
tains to the matter of stability and continuity in the State and National pro- 
gram for preventing and abating water pollution. Probably nothing will do 
more harm to this vital water-pollution-control program than a vacillating 
on-again off-again policy of Federal aid in this field. 
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Then, in closing the letter, he says: 


We have made extensive plans in reliance upon the Federal commitment for 
a 10-year program and believe it should not be discontinued short of the estab- 
lished term. We feel that a withdrawal of the Federal grants will seriously 
jeopardize the effectiveness of our State program for pollution control. 


We will put the whole letter in the record. 
(Letter referred to is as follows:) 


STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Sacramento, January 21,1958. 
Mr. JAMES R. NAUGHTON, 
Counsel, Intergovernmental Relations Subcommittee, 
House Committee on Government Operations, 
Washington, D.C. 


DeaR Mr. NAUGHTON: The enclosed copy of a letter from Governor Knight ta 
the President has just recently come to my attention and, since it fits in with 
our testimony, I wonder if you would accept it as a supplement to my statement, 
even though it is dated later than the time of the hearing. It does, however, 
manifest pretty clearly California’s official viewpoint. 

Very sincerely, 
W. C. JACOBSEN, 
Director and Chairman, California Commission on Interstate Cooperation. 


STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
GOVERNOR'S OFFICE, 
Sacrament, November 21, 1957. 
The PRESIDENT, 
The White House, 
Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. PRESIDENT: It has been called to my attention that the Federal-State 
task force, set up to study intergovernmental relations, has recommended. dis- 
continuance of the Federal-grant program for construction of sewage-treatment 
works. This program, created by the provisions of section 6 of the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act (P. L. 660, 84th Cong.), provides grants-in-aid to municipal- 
ities in need of sewerage facilities. 

After most earnest consideration, I seriously question the advisability of any 
premature abandonment of this grant program. In the first place, may I respect- 
fully call your attention to the tremendous interest that has been shown in these 
grants-in-aid by California communities. Last year—the first year of the Federal! 
program—S1 cities or sewerage districts applied for grants totaling $7,998,899. 
This sum was almost 4 times the available Federal funds ($2,053,325) ;.and only 
24 applicants received a grant. During the current year, the State water pollu- 
tion control board has received 64 applications for grants totaling $8,079,892,.° It 
is anticipated that approximately 16 applicants will exhaust this year’s allotment 
of $2,052,475. It is highly probable that many additional municipalities did not 
file an application for a construction grant when it was determined that they 
would not receive enough priority points to qualify for Federal assistance. 

Second, it should be observed that California is presently faced with problems 
of a highly critical nature: the need for further control, protection, conservation, 
and distribution of her most vital resource—water. The California water 
plan is being developed to overcome these problems. Full implementation of 
the plan will not be possible unless we have assurance of the present and future 
protection of the high quality of the waters of the State. Unfortunately, a great 
many communities in our State are faced with almost insurmountable problems 
of locally financing necessary public services. Financial aid to such distressed 
communities will assure that full development and utilization of our water re- 
sources will not be jeopardized as a result of water pollution. 

The third reason for supporting continuation of the grant provisions of the 
Federal Water Pollution Control Act is, I believe, the most important. It per- 
tains to the matter of stability and continuity in the State and National pro- 
gram for preventing and abating water pollution. Probably nothing will do 
more harm to this vital water pollution control program than a vacillating, on- 
again, off-again policy of Federal aid in this field. 
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Such a policy conceivably could cause many communities to put off, year after 
year, the construction of badly needed sewerage facilities. This conclusion is 
evidenced by the history of the earlier Federal Water Pollution Control Act 
(Public Law 845, 80th Cong.). Although Public Law 845 contained provisions 
for construction grants, during the 8 years while it remained in effect no funds 
were appropriated for this purpose. Water pollution control authorities have 
pointed out that communities delayed construction of sewage-treatment facili- 
ties because they hoped for Federal aid which was never forthcoming. 

California now has, and for a number of years has had, a vigorous and effec- 
tive program for promoting municipal sewerage construction. Aside from the 
merits of Federal versus local aid, Congress has now established a 10-year pro- 
gram of Federal grants; and California has integrated its own program with 
that of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act. We have made extensive 
plans in reliance upon the Federal commitment for a 10-year program and 
believe it should not be discontinued short of the established term. We feel 
that a withdrawal of the Federal grants will seriously jeopardize the effective- 
ness of our State program for pollution control. 

With kindest regards. 

Cordially, 
Goopwin J. KNIGHT, 
Governor of California. 

Mr. Foun'ratn. This shows again how hard it is to stop something 
once we start it. 

Dr. Goldberg has handed me a note that the Izaak Walton League 
of America has brought to the subcommittee’s attention a telegram 
sent by them and five other conservation organizations to the gover- 
nors urging support for the continuation of Federal grants for waste- 
treatment facilities. The telegram is dated November 26, 1957. 

Excerpts from replies received by the league from a number of 
governors were forwarded to the subcommittee only this morning.’ 
A quick examination of this incomplete material indicates that in 
addition to Governor Knight, at least four other governors expressed 
opposition to discontinuing Federal grants for waste-treatment 
facilities. 

During our regional hearings we did not get into these specifies 
because of the nature of our study. We are not the legislative com- 
mittee on the subject. Of course, we realize, like you do, that we have 
a bear by the tail; we can’t hold him and we can’t turn him loose. 

Dr. Goldberg has something on this subject for the record. 

Mr. Gorppserc. The Association of State and Territorial Health 
Officers, at its annual conference with the Surgeon General held in 
November 1957, adopted Resolution 4, pertaining to Federal grants 
for water-pollution control. This resolution which appeared in the 
Congressional Record of February 5, 1958, reads in part: 


Whereas the Federal sewage-treatment-works construction program has been 
a highly satisfactory joint municipal, State, and Federal endeavor, achieving the 
goals set forth by the 84th Congress in Public Law 660 in abating water pollution ; 
and 

Whereas the increased activity in sewage-treatment-plant construction due to 
the program has materially aided in the abatement of pollution problems through- 
out the Nation ; and 

Whereas there still continues to be a serious water-pollution problem amenable 
to relief by Federal grants * * * beit 

Resolved by the Association of State and Territorial Health Officers at its 
annual meeting with the Surgeon General, assembled November 3-8, 1957, That 
Federal grants for the water-pollution-control program be continued up to the 
total amount authorized under the terms of Public Law 660, 84th Congress. 


1 This material is available for inspection in the subcommittee files. 








46 FEDERAL-STATE-LOCAL RELATIONS 


Mr, Founrain. I have one further question, then I will yield to our 
very patient members to my left. 

Governor, I note on page 13 of your statement that you say and T 
quote: 


If Federal action is required, it should follow careful deliberation by Federal 
and State representatives. 

As a matter of policy, Governor, do you think it is good practice for 
the President to consult with State officials before formulating new 
grant programs and before seeking major changes in existing inter- 
governmental programs? 

Governor Dwinetu. Mr. Chairman, I certainly believe that one of 
the most productive areas of activity of this Joint Action Committee 
has been the establishment of some liaison, if you will, between the 
Federal and State Governments at a responsible level. 

Now, as to what form such future contacts should take, I have 
no firm thinking. But it seems to me that it is highly desirable that 
there be a closer relationship between the Federal and State Gov- 
ernments, either through the executive branches or the legislative 
branches, or both, so that as I tried to point out in my statement, we 
can perhaps find ourselves in the future on firmer ground when we 
try to allocate the level of responsibility which State and Federal 
Government is to assume, particularly with respect to these emerging 
problems. 

Mr. Founrain. I assume you would also agree that it is a good 
policy, and I am sure it is now done in many instances, for Members 
of the Congress to consult with State officials before adopting new 
programs or before doing away with programs. 

Governor Dwinext, That is quite true. 

Mr. Fountain. We found in examining the President’s budget 
message last month that he is proposing congressional action to-earry 
out the Joint Action Committee’s recommendations concerning vo- 
‘ational education and waste-treatment facilities. 

The President has also indicated in the budget his intent to propose 
the reduction or elimination of Federal grants in several programs 
which either were not examined by the Joint Action Committee or 
are pending on its agenda. 

These programs earmarked for reduction or elimination are school 
construction and operation in federally affected areas, hospital con- 
struction, rural library service, urban renewal, and public assistance. 
The last two are among, I believe, the pending matters before your 
Committee. 

I am sure that none of us would question the President’s authority 
to make any recommendations he believes desirable, but speaking as 
a governor, do you think it advisable for the President. after having 
requested the cooperation of the governors’ conference in designating 
functions which “the States are ready and willing to assume,” to go 
ahead and recommend the transfer of such responsibilities without 
waiting for the judgment and advice of the governors? 

Governor Dwine.u. If you are referring to my capacity as an indi- 
vidual governor or of an individual State 

Mr. Fountary. As an individual. 

Governor Dwinet. I personally have no objection to the step which 
the President has taken, to which you have referred. 











==—=_lc(i( kha 


% we 


eS ee Le 


Ve = 


FEDERAL-STATE-LOCAL RELATIONS 47 


But speaking, certainly, as the chairman of this governors’ com- 
mittee, I can only take the position with respect to the recommenda- 
tions which are contained in the report. 

I would call to your attention, Mr. Chairman—you referred I think 
to school construction—that the governors’ committee did take a posi- 
tion with respect. to school construction. 

Mr. Fountarn. I believe it did. 

Governor DwtNe.L. It was a unanimous agreement of the members 
of the governors’ committee that we should recommend, and we did 
recommend to our colleagues on the Joint Committee on the Federal 
side, that the States would be willing and were able to assume their 
responsibilities with respect to school-building construction, and that 
there was not a need for Federal aid in that area. 

I think the statement is rather clear, and it is on page 14 of the 
report. 

Mr. Fountarn. Mrs. Dwyer? 

Mrs. Dwyer. No questions. 

Mr. Founrarn. Mr. May, I think you have been waiting very 
patiently. 

Mr. May. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, after 3 hours I believe I have 
had most of my questions answered, but I certainly have enjoyed that 
testimony and the questions that have been asked and answered. 

I first of all want to commend the President for taking the step 
that he did at Williamsburg in requesting this study and the com- 
mendation would also go to the governors and the setup of the bi- 
partisan Joint Action Committee, which I think is extremely impor- 
tant. 

I would like to commend them, as Mrs. Dwyer and the chairman 
have done, as to their approach to a very difficult matter. I think 
the overriding issue in all of this—and I could go on and make a 
speech I am sure for another half hour on the merits of this matter 
we are discussing, but I believe the overriding importance here lies 
in the end results, and that is the future of America. 

We have noted in our testimony over the past months, the various 
witnesses testifying about the State governments becoming hollow 
shells if the trend toward centralization of the Federal Government 
continues. To me the significant thing here today is the fact that 
your report was unanimous. 

Obviously the governors and the President, through this Committee, 
would have to have a committee handle it, and could not have every- 
body—all the governors, and perhaps all the departments of Govern- 
ment, correlate their information and come up with a conclusion. 

I think that the term “unanimous” signifies that the governors and 
the other members of the Committee want to see something done in 
this area. I believe our witnesses have showed that. Many of them 
have said, we believe we can handle the operations that are being dis- 
cussed more efficiently at the State or local level. Then they came 
to the question as to how to do it, in relation to the tax matters and so 
forth. 

As I say, I believe I could go on at great length. Obviously this is 
a start. The length of time involved to discontinue or change some 
of these programs is allowed for by the Committee. One of the things 
that interests me most of all, aside from all the other questions that 
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have been asked here, is how is this program going to be “sold” from 
here on? Now, the Joint Action Committee is going to present their 
findings to the governors in May, is that correct, and then the governors 
are going to take the findings and either approve them and then go back 
and “sell” them, or what is the exact procedure from here, Governor? 

Governor DwINeLL. May I say, Mr. May, I don’t think there is any 
established procedure, except as I have already indicated that the 
report of course has gone to all of the governors. It was sent by the 
action of the executive committee, so that every governor is having 
an opportunity to study it. 

Of course, legislators are also having the opportunity to study it, 
because through the Council of State Governments and the commis- 
sions on interstate cooperation there is a wide opportunity, a wide 
exposure to this progress report. 

Beyond saying that this will be a major subject for consideration, 
I believe, at the national governors’ conference in May, I think I can 
go no further as to outlining the exact procedure which the States 
would take collectively or indiv idually. 

It would seem that some congressional action on a contingent basis 
would have to be taken so that the States would be able to tie in their 
part of the program if they desired to do so. 

In other words, it is almost impossible, I would think, to get 
simultaneous action. 

Mr. May. I think it is completely correct for the President to assert 
leadership in urging the Congress to do certain things, and I believe 
it isup to us to dom: iny of those things. 

But what interests me also is the fact that the governors that decide 
a correct approach is being taken here, have a question of salesmanship 
in their own States. We have many governors testify to us they 
thought this was good, but how could they possibly sell a tax reduction, 
or how could they do this and that? I think it is helpful to have time 
or to have had time to consider this even beyond the fall elections. 
It would seem to me further, and I would like to know whether you 
agree, whether the State legislature leaders in the various States, or 
even some sort of a committee to present these findings to the various 
legislature members beyond their own committee, would be important? 

Governor Dwinetu. Well, of course, anything that can be done to 
give a greater exposure to this report and to the problem, and start 
the educational process which you described as being very necessary— 
and I agree—would be very helpful. 

I do feel, however, thr ough the machinery which the States have, in- 
cluding the Council of State Governments and the commissions on 
interstate cooperation and those groups in which legislators widely 

articipate, that we do have the machinery at the State level for giving 
both the governors and legislative leaders a great deal of information 
about not only our report, but about this whole problem. 

But may I say that I think that the hearings which your subcom- 
mittee has been holding have been of great value in pointing up this 
problem. The fact that governors and State officials and anyone who 
is interested in this problem has been given the opportunity to testify 
before your committee, here, as well as at regional hearings, has been 
of tremendous value, and I would hope that such procedures might be 
continued. 
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Mr. May. I am sure the chairman feels it has been beneficial, too. 
I notice also in your prepared statement here that some of the ques- 
tions that were raised by various witnesses regarding reapportion- 
ment and constitutional reform, and other tax revision studies that 
they said were not being done in the States by and large, are being 
done to a greater extent than the committee I think realized from the 
testimony we received from many people around the country. 

Would you favor sort of a Hoover Geaanieslen type task force on 
this matter? I mean it is a very historic question, which as I sa 
could go very well beyond the projects and legislations that affect the 
very future of America here. Do you feel a commission such as that 
would be valuable on a citizen level, or do you think your Joint Action 
Committee can handle that ? 

Governor Dwrnett. I had not given any particular thought to that, 
Mr. May. 

Certainly, whatever sort of group undertakes anything in this area 
should be on an action basis. It certainly should not be on a research 
basis. I think the whole tone of the approach which we should take, 
as this Joint Action Committee has tried to do, and which I think any 
other group should do, is one of action and implementation. 

Mr. May. I guess that is all. 

Mr. Fountain. I might say that during the course of these regional 
hearings we had quite a bit of testimony to the effect that there ought 
to be some kind of commission or agency—some even recommend a 
new Cabinet post—to which people could go, especially representatives 
of municipalities and large urban areas, to present and discuss their 
problems. 

The only thing that disturbed me about our regional hearings was the 
tendency on the part of so many to be ready, able, and willing to con- 
tinue to receive anything that they might be able to get from the 
Federal Government. Some even emphasized that they felt com- 
pelled to come to the Federal Government, and they thought they. 
should, because they did not receive an attentive ear in their State 
legislatures. Of course, many referred to a problem which you allude 
to in your report, the question of antequated constitutions, and the 
inability of municipalities to raise adequate revenues with which to 
provide the services they think ought to be provided. 

I have been impressed by a statement which appears in the Presi- 
dent’s Williamsburg address, which appears in the appendix of your 
Joint Action Committee report. The President aan 

Our governmental system, so carefully checked, so delicately balanced, with 


power fettered and the people free, has survived longer than any other attempt 


to conduct group affairs by the authority of the group itself. Yet a distinguished 
American scholar 


this scholar is Prof. Leonard D. White of the University of Chicago— 


has only recently counseled us that in the measurable future, if present trends 
continue, the States are sure to degenerate into powerless satellites of the 
National Government in Washington. 





It seems to me that regardless of the merits or demerits of recom- 
mendations of the Joint Action Committee, and any conclusions or 
recommendations that may be made by this subcommittee, that this 
statement from so learned a person is certainly food for thought, and 
certainly ought to concern us. 
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Of course, we in the Congress, just like members of the State legis- 
lature to a very large extent, have to reflect the hopes, the ideals, the 
aspirations, and the wishes of people, and they have a right to come 
to the Congress, directly, since we are directly elected by them. But 
it seems to me if we can work out some educational public-relations 
media to discourage people on the local level from coming to Wash- 
ington until they have exhausted all efforts at the local and State level, 
we may well prevent the initiation of other programs that may go on 
and on, because, unfortunately, some of these programs, when they 
start, as the record discloses, don’t seem to find a time to terminate. 

Are there any other questions ? 

Dr. Goldberg. 

Mr. GouppBerc. Secretary Anderson, in speaking of natural disaster 
relief on page 9 of your prepared statement, you say : 


An Executive order has already been issued by the President which will make 
it possible to implement this recommendation after time has been allowed for 
preparations by the States. 


Would you identify that Executive order for the record, please ¢ 

Secretary Anperson. I will be glad to furnish a copy of it to you. 
I do not have a copy of it with me. 

(The Executive order referred to reads as follows :) 


Executive Orper 10737 (FurTHER PROVIDING FOR THE ADMINISTRATION OF 
DISASTER RELIEF) 


By virtue of the authority vested in me by the Act of September 30, 1950, 
entitled “An Act to authorize Federal assistance to States and local governments 
in major disasters, and for other purposes,” as amended (42 U. S. C. 1855-1855¢), 
hereinafter referred to as the “Act,” it is hereby ordered as follows: 

Secrion 1. Any State in which a major disaster has occurred which can estab- 
lish the need for Federal assistance and which shall give such assurance as may 
be required of expenditure of a reasonable amount of the funds of the government 
of such State, local governments therein, or other agencies, for the same or 
similar purpose with respect to such disaster shall be eligible to receive Federal 
assistance under this-erder. 

Sec. 2. The following procedures for qualifying for assistance under this order 
shall be observed upon the occurrence, or, insofar as applicable, upon the threat, 
of a major disaster within a State which, in the opinion of its Governor, consti- 
tutes or will eventuate in, respectively, a major disaster requiring supplementary 
Federal assistance: 

(a) The Governor shall present to the Federal Civil Defense Administrator 
(hereinafter referred to as the Administrator), through the appropriate Regional 
Administrator of the Federal Civil Defense Administration, any request for Fed- 
eral assistance, which request shall include assurance of expenditure of a reason- 
able amount of the funds of the State, local governments therein, or other agen- 
cies for alleviating damage resulting from such disaster, together with the 
following information : 

(1) An estimate of the severity and extent of damage resulting from the 
disaster and the total funds, personnel, equipment, and material or other re- 
sources required to alleviate such damage. As used in this order, the term 
“damage” comprehends suffering and hardship. 

(2) A statement of action taken or recommended to be taken by the State 
legislature or local legislative and governing authorities with regard to the 
disaster. 

(3) An estimate of State and local funds, personnel, equipment, and material 
or other resources, available and to be made available, to alleviate such damage. 

(4) A statement of the extent and nature of Federal assistance needed, includ- 
ing an estimate of the minimum Federal funds, personnel, equipment, material or 
other resources needed to alleviate the damage. 

(b) Any Regional Administrator shall forward each request for Federal assist- 
ance received by him from a Governor in consonance with the provisions of this 
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order, together with a report and the recommendations of the Regional Admin- 
istrator thereon, to the Administrator. 

(ec) The Administrator shall forward to the President each request of a 
Governor for assistance under this order, together with the Administrator’s recom- 
mendation as to action by the President thereon. In arriving at his recommenda- 
tion the Administrator shall consider (1) the severity and extent of the disaster, 
(2) the reasonableness of State and local efforts in relation to the severity of the 
disaster, the resources and funds available to State and local governments for 
the alleviation of damage resulting from the disaster, and the operational 
disaster plans of the State and local governments, (3) the extent and nature of 
Federal assistance requested, (4) the report and recommendation of the Regional 
Administrator, and (5) any other available information. 

(d) Upon consideration of any request of a Governor hereunder and of 
information and recommendations pertaining thereto, a determination will be 
made by the President as to whether or not the conditions constitute a major 
disaster ‘within the meaning of the Act, and the Governor will be notified immedi- 
ately of such determination. 

(e) If it is determined that a major disaster has occurred or threatens— 

(1) Federal assistance will be made available on the basis of an agree- 
ment, which shall be jointly executed by the Governor, acting for the State, 
and the Administrator, acting for the Federal Government. Such agree- 
ment shall contain the assurance of the State that a reasonable amount of 
the funds of the State, local governments, or other agencies therein will be 
expended in alleviating damage caused by the disaster and such other terms 
and conditions, consistent with the provisions of the Act, as the Administrator 
may require. 

(2) If and as may be necessary, the President will allocate to the Admin- 
istrator funds for use in connection with the specific major disaster. The 
funds so allocated to the Administrator may be utilized by him (i) upon 
a showing of need, for reallocation for use in aid of the State and local 
governments, and (ii) for reimbursement pursuant to the provisions of 
section 1 (c) of Executive Order No. 10427 of January 16, 1953, as added by 
this order. 

(f) Federal assistance heretofore or hereafter extended under the Act shall 
terminate upon notice by the Administrator to the Governor of the State in 
which a major disaster has occurred, or upon the expiration of one year from 
the date of notification to the Governor of the President’s determination that a 
major disaster exists, whichever is first: Eacept, however, in unusual circum- 
stances, the Administrator, with the consent of the President, may extend this 
period: Provided, That upon a showing of need, the Administrator may extend 
such termination dates, for such purposes and such periods of time as he may 
determine to be necessary, with respect to disaster relief assistance solely for 
agricultural purposes. 

Sec. 3. Section 1 of Executive Order No. 10427 of January 16, 1953, relating to 
the administration of disaster relief, is hereby amended by relettering subsections 
(c) and (d) thereof as (f) and (g), respectively, and by inserting the following 
new subsections after subsection (b) thereof: 

“(e) The authority conferred upon the President by section 7 of the Act 
to reimburse any Federal agency for any of its authorized expenditures made 
under section 3 of the Act in connection with a major disaster: Provided, how- 
ever, That such reimbursement shall be made from funds allocated by the 
President to the Administrator for use in aid of a specific State under section 
2 (e) 2 of the Executive order by which this subsection (c) was added to this 
order, and, Provided further, That such authority shall be exercised subject 
to the concurrence of the Director of the Bureau of the Budget. 

“(d) The authority to issue rules and regulations governing such reimburse- 
ment, subject to the concurrence of the Director of the Bureau of the Budget. 

“(e) The authority to prescribe such rules and regulations as may be neces- 
sary and proper to carry out the provisions of sections 3 and 5 of the Act, as 
amended.” 

Sec. 4. (a) The Federal Civil Defense Administrator may carry out any 
authority or function delegated or assigned to him by the provisions of this 
order through any other officer of the Federal Civil Defense Administration. 

(b) The Federal Civil Defense Administrator may delegate or assign to the 
head of any agency of the executive branch of the Government, subject to the 
consent of the agency head concerned in each case, any authority or function 
delegated or assigned to the said Administrator by the provisions of this order. 
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Any such head of agency may redelegate any authority or function so dele- 
gated or assigned to him by the Administrator to any officer or employee sub- 
ordinate to such head of agency whose appointment is required to be made by 
and with the advice and consent of the Senate. 
DwieHTt D. EISENHOWER. 
THE WHITE Hovusp, October 29, 1957. 


Mr. Gotpperc. Can you say, Mr. Secretary, whether that Executive 
order contains a schedule of specific minimum amounts that the States 
would be required to spend, or obligate themselves to spend, before 
applying for Federal financial assistance under Public Law 875? 

Secretary Anperson. I am advised that such is not the case. I do 
not, of my own knowledge, know, Dr. Goldberg. 

Mr. Go.psere. Is it your understanding, sir, that the President 
intends to implement the Joint Action Committee recommendation 
that he take the necessary steps to put into effect a schedule of re- 
quired State-local expenditures to guide the Federal Civil Defense 
Administrator and the governors ? 

Secretary Anprerson. Dr. Goldberg, 1 would have to get the order 
and take a look at it again before I answered your question. 

Mr. Gotprerc. I would appreciate your placing that information in 
the record, Mr. Secretary. 

Secretary Anprerson. Good. 

THE WHITE Hovske, 
Washington, March 14, 1958. 

Dear Mr. Goitpsere: Thank you for your nete with which you enclosed copies 
of the transcript pages on which the request for clarifying information appears. 
Secretary Anderson has asked that I provide whatever you might need to com 
plete your record of the hearing. 

The Executive order to which reference was made was issued by the President 
on October 29, 1957... A copy is attached. (See p. 50.) 

As indicated in Secretary Anderson’s statement, this order “* * * will make 
it possible to implement this recommendation after time has been allowed for 
preparations by the States.” 

As you know, the initial reeommendations of the Joint Federal-State Action 
Committee were forwarded to the President on December 5, 1957. Those rec- 
ommendations requiring legislation were endorsed by the President and _ trans- 
mitted to the Congress in his budget message on January 13, 1958. 

The following excerpt from that message seems particularly appropriate to 
describe the position of the President on the specific recommendation concerning 
natural disaster relief: “An orderly readjustment requires time for action by 
both the Congress and the State legislatures. Consequently, the effect of the 
proposed transfers on expenditures and revenues of the Federal Government 
will oceur beginning in 1960. The report also recommends increasing the degree 
of State responsibility in three other programs: urban renewal planning: natural 
disaster relief; and regulating and promoting peaceful uses of atomic energy, 
particularly for health and safety.” 

I trust this information will serve to complete your record. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN H. STAMBAUGH, 
Special Consultant to the President. 

Mr. Founrtarn. In fact, I was disappointed in reading the Presi- 
dent’s budget message that he did not have specific rec ommendations on 
disaster relief. But he did not. Without regard to the amounts, 
it certainly appears to be fair to ask every State to make at least 
a minimum effort before it comes to Washington and seeks help, even 
in these disaster situations, 

Mr. Goupsera. Mr. Chairman, it might be useful to indicate for 
the record also that the Kestnbaum Commission, when it considered 
the question of natural disaster relief, came to a conclusion very 
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similar to that reached by the Joint Action Committee. It recom- 
mended that the States should be required to obligate themselves to 
spend specified minimum amounts related to their respective fiscal 
capacities. Under such an objective standard each State would know 
exactly where it stood before coming to Washington for cash assist- 
ance. 

Mr. Founvrarn. I think it has been pointed out that the President 
has: ene under existing law to set those sums. 

Mr. Navenron. Mr. Chairman, to clarify the record, I think I 
should state I don’t have : any positive information as to whether the 
Advisory Board on Water Pollution Control has taken a position 
with respect to the Federal-grant program. With your permission, 
I think it would be appropriate to find out if it has and, if so, what 
that position is, and put that information in the record. 

(The matter referred to is as follows :) 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, 
Pusiic HEALTH SERV «ER, 
March 5,195.5. 
Hon. L. H. FountTAInN, 
Chairman, Intergovernmental Relations Subcommittee, 
House of Representatives. 

DEAR Mr. FountTAIN: This is in reply to your letter of February 27, 1958. 

You asked whether the Water Pollution Control Advisory Board, since its 
establishment, had either formally or informally taken a position or expressed 
an opinion concerning the desirability of continuing Federal grants for waste- 
treatment facilities. Also, if the Board had taken a position or expressed an 
opinion you requested that we furnish the subcommittee with a copy of such 
opinion. 

The direct issue of continuing Federal grants for waste-treatment facilities 
has not been discussed by the Board wherein the members expressed any formal 
opinion. However, at its meeting on November 1, 1957, the Board adopted a 
statement in support of some of the important principles that the members 
believe should govern in administering the Water Pollution Control Act. The 
members of the Board have authorized the release of this report to your sub- 
committee. I am enclosing a copy of the statement dated December 19, 1957, 
which sets forth these principles. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOHN D. PORTERFIELD, 
Acting Surgeon General, 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, 
Pusiic HEALTH SERVICE, 
Washington, D. C., December 19, 1957 
The SuRGEON GENERAL, 
Public Health Service, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Dr. Burney: The Water Pollution Contrel Advisory Board held its 
third meeting on October 31 and November 1, 1957. The Board appreciated the 
opportunity to hold this meeting in Oklahoma City. The members were able 
to become acquainted with oil-field-pollution problems and to observe the efforts 
and accomplishments of the oil industry in its attempt to eliminate oil-field 
pollution by disposal of the brine in earth cavities. It was not possible to study 
adequately all of the ramifications involved in the industry’s attempt to control 
pollution. However, the Board was impressed with the general attitude, efforts, 
and achievements made so far by the oil industry. 

While this was the first meeting for four new members, the Board believes 
that it now has sufficient orientation from which it can, at future meetings, 
review important policy issues and offer specific recommendations. Accordingly, 
the Board at this time will limit its report (1) to a statement in support of some 
of the important principles that it believes should govern in administering the 
Water Pollution Control Act in the immediate future and (2) to some observa- 
tions pertinent to the program. 
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Important principles 

1. The conservation and development of water resources require concerted 
action at all levels of government—Federal, State, and local. The problems of 
water supply and water pollution control should be specifically considered as an 
important and necessary part of this nationwide effort as well as Government 
responsibility. 

2. The Federal Government should encourage the States to fully discharge 
their duties and responsibilities in their primary rights to control and prevent 
pollution. 

3. The cities and industries creating pollution should, of course, bear the 
greater financial burden for the treatment of waste and the abatement of their 
pollution. 

4. The Federal Government's role should be one of assistance through provi- 
sion of program development and research, support of State programs, enforce- 
ment of interstate pollution control, and financial assistance to eligible applicants 
through construction grants for sewage-treatment plants under section 6 of 
the Federal Water Pollution Control Act. 


Observations on the Public Health Service program 

The Board was impressed by the overall presentation of the water supply 
and water-pollution control program, particularly the water quality study now 
in progress on the Arkansas-Red Rivers, and the progress of construction grants, 
interstate enforcement and research. However, the Board feels that the basic 
need in the field of public relations has not been sufficiently emphasized by the 
Public Health Service. For example, the Board at each of the two previous 
meetings considered the national awareness of stream-pollution problems ex- 
tremely important. The Board now reiterates its concern of this matter and 
considers it highly important and essential that an organized effort be made 
on this front. From such information as is currently available, the Board has 
reason to view with concern the indicated increasing trend of water pollution. 
Despite the need for economy in Government spending. the Board urges that 
all effort be made to continue the appropriations now autherized by .Congress 
for the program of water supply and water-pollution control. 


Resolutions adopted by the Board 


1. The Surgeon General call a meeting of State and interstate water pollution 
control administrators to be held in Washington the early part of the calendar 
year 1958. 

2. A concerted effort be made by the Public Health Service for better public 
relations with top-level industrial management, the dissemination of information 
of the water-pollution control program through the United States Chamber of 
Commerce, local chambers of commerce, Rotary Clubs, Lions Clubs, other civic 
organizations, using all information media with emphasis on radio and television. 

3. That Mr. Morrison B. Cunningham transmit to the Senators and appropri- 
ate Congressmen of the State of Oklahoma the Surgeon General's speech deliv- 
ered at the chamber of commerce Friday forum luncheon, and request that it be 
inserted in the Congressional Record. 

4. That funds be requested and made available for the completion of the Ar- 
kansas-Red Rivers water quality study and for other studies of a similar nature. 

5. That scrolls be presented by the Surgeon General to Mr. Charles R. Hook, 
a former member of the Board, and Mr. Perry R. Taylor, former executive secre- 
tary of the Board, in appreciation of services rendered by them. 

It was a pleasure to meet with you in Oklahoma City and discuss water-pollu- 
tion-control problems. The presentations made were excellent, most informa- 
tive, and very worthwhile. The hospitality afforded us was outstanding. We 
look forward to convening with you in the not too distant future. 

Sincerely yours, 
WATER POLLUTION CONTROL ADVISORY BOARD. 


Members present at third meeting: Milton P. Adams, Irwin T. Bode, Morrison 
B. Cunningham, William F. Duckworth, Charles H. Elston, Dr. Harold M. Erick- 
son, Fred C. Heinz, Anton Hulman, Jr. 

Official : 

Rospert C, Ayers, Erecutire Secretary. 


Mr. Founrarn. I am sure we will be getting the positions of a lot 
of people and a lot of views on all of these questions. Again I want 
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to thank you, Mr. Secretary, and you, Governor Dwimell, for coming 
before us. You serve a very useful purpose and certainly highlight 
the problem that confronts the Congress, public officials, and the people 
throughout the country. 

I want to commend you for the courageous action of the Joint 
Action Committee. Studies don’t get shot at too much, but once you 
make recommendations for action, especially to the Congress, of neces- 
sity, those things do get shot at. We felt that in carrying out our 
responsibility, the facts which have been brought out here today by 
our interrogation of you are facts that ought to be in the record for 
the consideration of the Congress and the appropriate committees 
of the Congress, along with such other information as we might get. 

I see that Mr. Frank Bane, the executive secretary of the governors’ 
conference, is here with us. We are glad to have you with us, Mr. 
Bane, and we will be happy to hear any comments you may care to 
make. 

Mr. Bane. Governor Dwinell has been speaking for us, sir. 

Secretary Anperson. Mr. Chairman, I would like to express the 
appreciation of Governor Dwinell and myself, the members of the 
Joint Federal-State Action Committee, to you and to the members of 
your committee, for a very patient hearing of the problems which we 
have had under consideration, and to assure you that we would like 
to work continuously and cooperatively with the committee, and that 
our staffs would very much like to work with the staff of your com- 
mittee in the belief that it is through the joint sharing of ideals and 
information and beliefs that we can most readily solve some of these 
very difficult and some of these very complex problems which we have. 

Mr. Founrarn. Thank you very much. I think that would be 
mutually helpful. 

Governor Dwineti. May I completely associate myself, Mr. Chair- 
man, with the statement just made by the cochairman, Secretary 
Anderson. It certainly reflects not only my personal view, but I am 
sure the other governors who are members of the Joint Committee. 

Mr. Founrarn. We thank you very much and appreciate your com- 
ing. I understand we also have with us Mr. John H. Stambaugh, 
the special consultant to the President, and vice chancellor of Vander- 
bilt University. 

Do you have any comments ¢ 

Mr. SrampavucH. I would be delighted with the opportunity to 
work with you. 

Mr. Fountarn. Thank you. 

Secretary Anperson. For the record. Dr. Dan Smith is here, who 
is deputy to the Secretary of the Treasury, who has been giving us a 
great deal of help and assistance in the matter of taxation. 

Mr. Bane. Mr. Sidney Spector of our staff, who has done a large 
part of the work on our staff, is also present. 

Mr. Fountatn. We thank you. Weare glad to have you here. We 
are also glad to have Mr. Wayne Warrington, assistant to Governor 
Pyle who was here earlier. We are very happy to have you with 
us. We have had the pleasure of conferring with Governor Pyle and 
Mr. Warrington, and also with Mr. Tom Graves of the Bureau of 
the Budget whom I see in the hearing room, on previous occasions, 
and I think those conferences have been helpful. We want you all 
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to know that we appreciate your efforts and your interest in this 
subject. While there may be differences of opinion on the matters 
under consideration, that is what makes democracy work, and this is 
the way I think we can arrive at solutions to these rapidly growing 
and inereasing problems which confront America. 

Are there any other questions? If not, the committee will stand 
recessed until further call of ~_ chairman, 

(Whereupon, at 1:35 p. m., the subcommittee adjourned subject 
to call of the Chair.) 


x 








